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WE COMMENTED, in our issue of March 20th (ante, p. 350), on 
the case of Vardopulo v. Vardopulo, in which the President of the 
Probate Division made an order restraining the husband (respon- 
dentin a suit for judicial separation) from prosecuting proceedin 
for divorce in the French courts. We suggested that if the 
husband had really acquired a French domicil, this order of the 
English court could not be sustained. The Court of Appeal have 
now (see the report elsewhere) allowed the husband’s appeal against 
the President’s order. It was held, on further evidence, that the 
husband had now acquired a French domicil, and was, therefore, 
entitled to take proceedings in France for divorce, notwithstanding 
the wife’s suit in England for judicial separation. The Master 
of the Rolls said he “knew of no authority for saying that a 
defendant could be restrained from commencing and oe 
SECURE proceedings in another jurisdiction to enforce rights which he 
: acquired in that country against the plaintiff under the law of 
that foreign country.” 
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the High Court which could have been brought in the county 
court, or can be remitted from the High Court toa county court ; 
and with appeal to the Divisional Court, as in the case of appeals 
from county courts.” The saving by such an innovation, as com- 
pared with the cost of two additional High Court judges, is a 
matter of easy calculation. It is £6,000 as against £10,000, or a 
gain of £4,000 a year in money, and, since the intermediate judges 
would not go on circuit or do chamber work, it would mean, perhaps, 
the trying of twice as many actions as the two additional judges 
would try. The scheme has evidently been carefully thought out, 
and there is much to be said in its favour. The chief objection to 
it, we imagine, is that it would be in effect the transfer of the 
intermediate actions to the county court, and the inclusion of the 
intermediate judges as county court judges. There is, indeed, no 
room between the High Court and the county court for an inter- 
mediate tribunal ; for whatever the new judges were styled they 
would not, nor does the scheme intend that they should, rank as 
High Court judges. Their courts would be regarded as on the 
same plane as the county courts, and it would be inevitable that 
the judges themselves would be recruited in general from the 
county court bench. The scheme, if adopted, would simply pave 
the way for the amalgamation of the county court and the High 
Court. 


Elderly Men and the Workmen's Compensation 
Act. 


WHEN THE Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, was being 
considered in Parliament, a clause was proposed with the object of 
allowing elderly and infirm men to partially contract out of its 
provisions. All such proposals were, however, defeated. Most 
positive assertions have been made both ways as to the effect of 
the Compensation Acts on the employment of elderly men. It is 
difficult, however, in our opinion, for anyone who has carefully 
watched the operation of the Acts to avoid coming to the conclusion 
that elderly men find it much more difficult to get work than they 
did formerly. In the course of natureas his years advance the 
workman becomes conscious of defects of sight and defects of 
hearing. Also he becomes less strong and less quick. All these 
things make him more liable to accident than he used to be, and 
naturally employers prefer to engage sounder and younger men. 
The statistics shew a very considerable increase in pauperism 
amongst adult able-bodied males since the 1897 Act was 
_ passed ; and the recent report of the Poor Law Commissioners 

clearly shews that the Acts are, to a great extent, answerable 
for this increase; another cause, of course, is the inability 
of elderly men to earn the minimum wages required by the 
rules of the trades unions. Many an _ employer 
gladly give work to an old man if the man could accept wages 
proportionate to his decreased efficiency and earning power. 
The trade union, however, forbids this, and we have no remedy to 
suggest. This cause was, however, in full operation long before the 
1897 Act came into force, and therefore it cannot be answerable 
for the increase in pauperism since that date. We venture to sug- 
gest that a change in the law is urgently needed and could be 
effected very simply. It is not necessary to give a workman of 
any age power to contract himself entirely out of all right to com- 
pensation in case of injury by accident, but he should be allowed 
to agree to accept compensation on a reduced scale. This might 
very well be a sliding scale. For example, a workman of over 
fifty might contract that, in case of incapacity, compensation 
should not exceed 10s. a week, and in the case of a workman of 
over sixty the sum might be 5s. a week. A very short and 
simple Act of Parliament would be sufficient to bring about this 
change; and if such an Act were passed, probably the effect on 
pauperism and on the happiness and well-being of elderly work- 
men would speedily be apparent. 


The Marine Insurance (Gambling) Policies Bill. 


Mr. Winston CHURCHILL, in introducing this Bill in the 
House of Commons, explained clearly the nature of P.P.I. or 
honour policies. Speaking generally, these are contracts of 
marine insurance which the law, as codified by the Marine 
Insurance Act, 1906, declares to be void because either the assured 
has no insurable interest, or has no expectation of acquiring such 


would. 








an interest, or because the policy is made “ interest or no interest,” 
or “without further proof of interest than the policy itself,” op 
“without benefit of salvage to the insurer,” or subject to 
other like term. All these contracts of marine insurance are yoid 
in law, but they are not void in fact, they are valid in practigg 
Mr. CHURCHILL was careful to explain that all these transactions 
were not open to objection. A P.P.I. policy was taken out jp 
some cases by persons who had a real interest, but who 
availed themselves of this form for the purpose of safe 
guarding their interest. It might be convenient to supplement 
the difference between a cover policy and a total loss of ship 
and cargo, or the policy might be taken out to insure an interest 
which, though real, was difficult to prove. But mixed up with 
this legitimate business, under policies which were void in law, 
there was doubtful and unhealthy business, over-insurance and 
double insurance, for which P.P.J. policies were largely used, 
P.P.I. policies were often taken out by persons who were wholly 
without interest in ship or cargo, who would gain nothing b 
safe arrival, and who in fact only gained by the loss of the veal 
Such insurances were gaming in the full and true sense of the 
term. It was gambling, not in property, but in human life. A 
vessel, trading perhaps at a loss, in a bad state of repair, left port 
overloaded or undermanned. She carried a dangerous cargo, and 
it was found that such a vessel, just in the same way as a wounded 
animal, attracted the attention of the vultures, became the subject 
of insurances by people who lived far away from the sea, who had 
nothing whatever to do with the venture, but who, thinking the 
ship likely to be lost, hoped to gain by its being lost. These were 
the evils which the Bill sought to check. We have no doubt that 
this measure will receive due consideration from the shipping 
interest and that much of the criticism bestowed upon it will refer 
only to the language in which it is framed. The time is 
approaching, in the opinion of many persons, when general legis- 
lation to restrain the progress of gaming and betting in this 
country may be required. But it can seldom be so dangerous 
and harmful as where itis connected with loss of life and property 
by shipwreck. 


Property in a Corpse. 


IN A recent issue (ante, p. 146) we noticed the case of Spence v. 
Doodeward, in which leave to appeal from the High Court of 
Australia was refused by the Judicial Committee. The case is 
now fully reported as heard in the High Court of Australia: 
Doodeward v. Spence (7 Com. L. R. 406). _ The action was one to 
recover possession of the body of a still-born two-headed child, 
which, some forty years ago, had been placed in spirits as a 
curiosity by the surgeon who attended the birth. The plaintiff 
in the action was the son of a person who had purchased the jarand 
its contents on the death of the surgeon, and was prosecuted for 
exhibiting the body in public. The defendant was an inspector 
of police who took possession of the jar and refused to return the 
body of the child. The Supreme Court of New South Wales had 
held unanimously that the plaintiff was not entitled to recover 
the body, on the ground that it was a corpse, and by English law 
a corpse cannot be the subject of property. The plaintiff appealed 
and the High Court of Australia, by a majority of two to one, 
reversed the decision below, and held that the plaintiff was entitled 
to succeed in his action. Judgments to this effect were delivered 
by GrirritH, C.J.,and Barton, J., whilst Hiacrns, J., dissented, 
and thought the decision below was right. GrirritH, C.J., held 
that the question depended on whether the continued possession 
of a human corpse unburied was in itself unlawful as pee 
injurious to the public welfare. Such continued possession coul 
not be, he considered, injurious to the public welfare in all cases 
and in all events, and he instanced the casesef a mummy and 4 
skeleton, skull or other parts of a human body: “ In my opinion 
there is no law forbidding the mere possession of a human body, 
whether born alive or dead, for purposes other than immediate 
burial; @ fortiori such possession is not unlawful if the body 
possesses attributes of such a nature that its preservation may 
afford valuable or interesting information or instruction.” These 
principles, the Chief Justice held, covered the present case. Dr. 
Handyside’s case (shortly stated in 2 East P. C. 652) seems to be 
the only actual authority in the way of this view being taken, 
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and this case was passed over by GrirriTH, C.J., as possibly 
distinguishable. BARTON, J., substantially agreed with the Chief 
Justice, and thought that the body was not such a ‘‘ corpse ”—.¢., 
one that required burial—as was contemplated by the general rule 
laid down in the English authorities. Phonens: J., in dissenting, 


ly followed Dr. Handyside’s case (supra) as an authority 
for the proposition that trover will not lie for a corpse. As 


already stated, special leave to appeal was refused by the Judicial 
Committee, and the High Court’s decision may thus be considered 
to have a measure of approval by the Privy Council. 


Limitation of Liability for Injury to Passenger 
by Tramcar. 

THE DECISION of Mr. Justice COLERIDGE in the case of Clarke 
y. Mayor, &c., of West Ham appears to us to present some diffi- 
culty. The facts, stated shortly, were that the plaintiff suffered 
damage as a passenger while proceeding to a seat in a tramcar 
belonging to the defendants. The plaintiff had not in fact taken 
his ticket or paid his fare at the time of the accident, but he knew 
that a special notice was put up in a conspicuous position in the 
tramears to the following effect: “Special notice to passengers : 
Passengers are being carried at less than the maximum authorized 
charges, and every passenger is notified that, in consideration 
thereof, a passenger is only carried on the terms that the maximum 






















































amount recoverable from the corporation on account of any. 


injury or damages suffered by a passenger, and for which the 
corporation is legally liable, is £25. Except as above, every 
passenger travels at his own risk. Passengers can only travel 
subject to being bound to observe the bye-laws for the time 
being.” The plaintiff also knew that the tickets contained a 
statement that they were issued subject to a £25 limit of liability 
in respect of accidents and referring to the notice. The jury 
found a verdict for the plaintiff for £500 damages, and the 
question was whether this verdict could be upheld. The learned 
judge, accepting the argument of the plaintiff, held that the 
verdict must stand, upon the ground that no case has been 
decided which permits a railway, canal or tramway company, 
which has a duty to serve the public at large in the matter 
of carriage, to limit their liability without giving the passenger 
the option to travel at his own risk. The defendants a 
toll which they exacted from all passengers alike. They could 
not in law, and did not in fact, offer any alternative to the 
toll which they charged, because tolls at no other rate were 
exhibited in the cars, the exhibition of which was a condition 
precedent to the right to demand them. The plaintiff had no 
option. He was bound to travel under the conditions sought to 
be “4 sa or not to travel at all We are bound to say that we 
have been unable to find any legislative provision which prevents 
a tramway company from contracting with its passengers that its 
liability for injury to them by negligence or otherwise shall not 
exceed a stipulated amount. The Legislature incertain railway Acts 
—particularly the Great Central Railway Act, 1900—has allowed 
a railway company which provides workmen’s trains to stipulate 
that the liability of the company under any claim to compensa- 
tion for injury or otherwise in respect of any passenger travelling 
by any of these trains shall be limited to a fixed sum. It ma 
ova be expedient that no tramway company should in future 
@ allowed to limit its liability, except by virtue of some provi- 
sion in an amending Tramways Act or in the order under which 
the undertaking is constituted. But in the absence of any such 
enactment, we see nothing to deprive the tramway corporation of 
the ordinary rights of the party to a contract. 


The Licensing Compensation Charge and:Income 
Tax Returns. 

A SOMEWHAT subtle distinction between the trade of a brewery 
company which owns tied houses and the trades carried on in the 
eve houses was made in Smith v. Lion Brewery Co. (1909, 
1K. B. 711), where the right of the company to deduct its share 
of the compensation charge as an expense in estimating profits 
Was in question. The scheme of the Licensing Act, 1904, and 
the compensation fund formed under it, is well known. The fund 


Y| separation or divorce has been already established. 


But this withdrawal damages not only the interest of the tenant, 
but the interests of his immediate and superior landlords, and 
hence a part of the charge is allowed to be thrown back 
on the landlords . varying with the unexpired 
terms, but never exceeding half the rent (Licensing Act, 1904, 
Schedule II.). Where there are a succession of landlords one above 
the other this scheme leads to arithmetical puzzles, and sometimes 
to surprising results. It is an aspect of the matter which those 
responsible for the Act did not apparently consider. In 
the case of a brewery company which owns tied houses, and 
lets them to tenants who actually carry on the trade, the 
liability of the company to contribute to the compensation charge 
looks very much like an expense of carrying on their business, and 
on this ground the respondent company in Smith v. Lion Brewery 
Co. (supra) contended that they were entitled to deduct their 
share of the charge before arriving at the amount of annual 
— for the purpose of making their income tax return. 

JHANNELL, J., however, took the distinction that the 
share of the compensation charge was not paid solely as an ex- 
pense of the company’s trade, but was paid for the purpose of 
insuring against the loss of the tenant’s trade, in which the brewery 
company were only indirectly interested. He admitted that they 
were entitled to deduct the annual expense involved in keeping 
tied houses for the purpose of selling their beer, but he drew a line 
between such expenses and the expenses incident to the tenant's 
retail business. The compensation rate is an insurance premium to 
cover the risk of the loss of this latter business, and, in the words 
of the learned judge, “ though that loss would indirectly affect the 
wholesale trade of the brewery company, [the chow ye cannot be 
said to be an expense wholly and exclusively incurred for the pur- 
poses of the company’s trade.” At the same time, as regards the 
brewery company, the expense is clearly incurred solely for the 
purpose of their trade, and the reasoning that would exclude it 
is a little difficult to follow. 


The Inalienability of Separation Allowances. 


From A debtor’s point of view it is undoubtedly convenient 
to have a steady source of income safe from any possible demands 
of creditors ; whether it is equally satisfactory to the creditor is 
a different matter. According to the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Paguine v. Snary (1909, 1 K. B. yone'f this is the 
position of a married woman entitled to a weekly payment 
from her husband under an order of a court of summary 
jurisdiction made under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married 
Women) Act, 1895. That statute enacts that an order made 
under it may contain “a provision that the husband shall pay to 
the applicant personally, or for her use, to any officer of the court 
or third person on her behalf, such weekly sum not exceeding two 
pounds as the court shall, having regard to the means both 
of the husband and wife, consider reasonable.” It appears to 
follow from the terms of the statute that the allowance is intended 
solely for the personal maintenance of the wife, and the object of 
the provision would be defeated if a creditor could intervene 
and take the weekly payments ; and the inalienability of allow- 
ances ordered to be made upon the similar occasions of — 

us, 
permanent alimony decreed in favour of a judicially separated 
wife is inalienable : Re Robinson (27 Ch. D. 160); and the same 
rule applies to payments directed to be made to a divorced wife 
under section 1 of the Divorce Act, 1866: Watkins v. Watkins 
(1896, P. 222). “Until,” said Linpey, L.J., in this last case, 
“such an order is discharged, the divorced wife cannot, in my 
opinion, prospectively deprive herself, or be deprived, of the 
maintenance which the court has ordered to be paid to her.” In 
the present case of Paguine v. Snary (supra) an order had been 
made under the Act of 1895 for payment of a weekly sum of 20s. 
to the wife. Judgment was afterwards recovered against her for 
a sum of £34, and the creditor applied for the appointment of a 
receiver of this sum; and an order, limited to receipt of 10s. a 
week, was made by the master and affirmed by PHILLIMoRE, J. 
But it has been discharged by the Court of Appeal. The pay- 
ments made under such circumstances are in law inalienable, and 





8 formed out of a levy made on all the licensed houses in the 
istrict, and it affords to the contributor an insurance agnines | 
lation in consequence of the withdrawal of the licence. | 





this quality of inalienability cannot be annulled by allowing the 
payments to be taken in execution. 
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Is it Actionable Slander to Call a White Person 
a Negro? 

AN ARTICLE in a recent number of the American Law Review 
discusses the question whether it is slander per se to call a white 
person a negro. The writer refers to a number of reported cases 
in which the courts of the Southern States have held that to charge 
a white man with being a negro was calculated to affect his social 
status and to subject him to injury and damage. In 1900 the Rev. 
Mr. Upton delivered a temperance address near New Orleans. 
The reporters, wishing to be complimentary, referred to him as “a 
cultured gentleman.” In the transmission of the despatch by wire 
tothe New Orleans paper the phrase was, by mistake, changed 
to “coloured gentleman.” The Times Democrat of that city, being 
unwilling to refer to a member of the negro race as a “ coloured 
gentleman,” changed it to ‘negro,” and thus the report was published. 
As soon as he learned of the mistake, the editor duly retracted and 
apologized. But Mr. Upton was not appeased, and brought a suit 
for libel and the court gave him fifty dollars damages. In 1906, 
the city of Asheville, North Carolina, contracted with a printer to 
issue a new city directory. The time-honoured custom of distin- 
guishing the white and coloured citizens was by means of a star 
placed before the names of all negroes. Aiter the directory had 
been distributed, it was found that the star had been placed be- 
fore the names of two highly respected white citizens, thus indi- 
cating that they were of negro lineage. It was considered there 
could be no doubt that they could recover in an action of libel. 
These decisions, as already said, have been in the Southern States. 
It is doubted whether similar decisions would be given in other 
States. The test would probably be whether the consensus of 
opinion among the different members of the community was that 
it was injurious to a white man in his business and social relations 
to be called a negro. There is little prospect of any such action 
being maintained in the British courts. 


Immunities of Diplomatic Agents. 


THE IMMUNITIES of ambassadors or diplomatic agents from the 


civil jurisdiction of the countries to which they are accredited 
have been gradually settled through application in a number of 
instances, and are in this country declared by the Diplomatic 
Privileges Act, 1708, passed in consequence of the arrest and 
detention of the ambassador of his “Czarish Majesty” PETsr 
the Great. The principle, according to the judgment of Lord 
CAMPBELL, C.J., in Magdulena Steam Navigation Co. v. 
Martin (2 E. & E. 94), is that “the ambassador must be left at 
liberty to devote himself body and soul to the business of his 
embassy. He is not supposed even to live within the 
territory of the sovereign to whom he is accredited, and if he has 
done nothing to forfeit or to waive his privilege, he is, for all 
juridical purposes, supposed still to be in his own country.” But 
this exemption from molestation cannot continue after the envoy 
has ceased to be a public Minister. In the case of Currie y. Teran, 
just decided in the Marylebone County Court, the claim was for 
medical attendance against the Envoy and Minister Plenipoten- 
tiary to this country from the Republic of Ecuador. The 
defendant was afterwards recalled, and it was stated in a 
communication from the Foreign Office that after the receipt of 
the letter of recall the defendant could claim no immunity from 
process on account of his diplomatic position. In answer to a 
question of the judge, as to the delay in bringing the action, it 
was answered that the plaintiff had decided to wait till the 
defendant had lost his official character. Judgment was 
accordingly given for the plaintiff, and it may be long before we 
have another instance of a similar action. 


Landlord's Liability for Bursting of Water-pipes. 


THE GENERAL rule in leases and agreements that no covenant 
will be implied on the part of the landlord to do repairs of any 
kind, is accepted with much reluctance by a large proportion of 
tenants, but we have read with surprise of a claim, made some 
days ago in the County Court of Knaresborough, by the plaintiff 
against his landlord for damage to the ceiling and floor of his 
dwelling-house through the bursting of the water-pipes in conse- 
quence of the frost. When it isremembered that under section 17 of 
the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1863, the consumer is liable toa 





penalty if he allows any pipes or internal fittings to be out of repair 
so that the water supplied is wasted, it will be seen that the claim 
is one which is attended with difficulty. The judge, in giving 
judgment for the defendant, commented on the absence of any 
evidence of negligence on his part. But to hold a lessor responsible 
for any negligence in the construction or repair of the demised 
premises whereby the tenant sustains damage would create a vast 
area of liability, and is opposed to the doctrine that there is no 
undertaking on the part of the landlord that the premises are fit 
for occupation. 








Covenants Touching the Land. 


THE question of covenants running with the land recently 
received consideration in Dewar v. Goodman (1909, A. C. 72), 
where the House of Lords upheld the decision of the Court of 
Appeal (1908, 1 K. B. 94), who had affirmed JELF, J. (1907, 1 
K. B. 612). In that case a sub-lease contained a covenant to 
perform the covenants in the head lease, and this was broken by 
the failure to repair houses comprised in the head lease, but not 
in the sub-lease. It was held that this covenant did not “ touch 
or concern” the land demised by the sub-lease so as to run with 
it, and hence it was not enforceable by an assignee of the sub- 
lessee against the assignee of the sub-lessor. but it was recog 
nized that the test whether a covenant affects the demised land 
is not simply whether the covenant is to be performed or not 
on the demised land, and an illustration of a covenant running 
with the land, although to be performed off the land, is afforded by 
the decision of NEVILLE, J.,in Ricketts v. Enfield Churchwardens 
(1909, 1 Ch. 544). 

In this latter case the defendants, who were incorporated bya 
private Act, were the owners of land at Enfield which had been 
laid out for building. In 1904 they demised to BATTLEY a plot 
of land on the estate, and the lessee covenanted not to build in 
front of the building line shewn on a plan referred to in the 
lease. The lessors entered into a similar covenant that they and 
their assigns would not build in front of the building line on the 
adjoining plots. In 1906 Barriey’s lease was assigned to 
the plaintiff. In 1907 the churchwardens entered into a 
building agreement with THOMAS: with respect to a plot 
adjoining that in BatTLEy’s lease. This provided in the ordinary 
form that THoMAS might enter for the purpose of building, that 
he should complete the specified building, that thereupon a lease 
should be granted, and meanwhile he was to be tenant at will on 
the terms of the lease. THomas was not to build “‘in front of the 
building line to be named by the surveyor.” He submitted plans 
and specifications which were approved by the surveyor, and the 
surveyor produced to him an estate plan showing the building 
line and told him he must observe it, but the line was not marked 
on THomas’s plans.. These plans involved the building of a square 
bay window which projected some four feet beyond the building 
line, and the house was built with this window. Some months 
after the house had been roofed in the plaintiff complained to the 
churchwardens, who served notice on THOMAS to comply with the 
building line. He did not comply, but proceeded to complete the 
house. This was on higher ground than the plaintiff's, who 
complained that the bay window invaded his privacy and 
obstructed his view. He commenced an action, and at the trial, 
admitting that he was too late for a mandatory injunction, he 
claimed damages, and his witnesses assessed these at from £100 to 
£128. The al witnesses treated the damages as trivial. 
The learned judge assessed them at £55. 

But before the plaintiff could recover this sum it was necessary 
to determine whether the lessors’ covenant to observe the build- 
ing on THomas’s plot ran with the land comprised in BATTLEYS 
lease, and it was argued on their behalf that it did not run with 
the land since it was to be performed on adjoining land, 
To run with the land it must be a covenant to do or not to do 
something on the demised land itself,but a covenant to do or not to 
do something on other land which may affect the value of the land 
is purely collateral,” and in support of this pro position reference 
was made to Dewar v. Gcolman (supra). If, however, the question 
whether a covenant concerns land depends at all on the ordinary 
meaning of ‘words it would seem that such a proposition cannot 
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true, and NEVILLE, J., did not regard it as justified either by 
Dewar v. Goodman, or the earlier authorities. The matter turns, 
of course, upon the application of the second resolution in Spencer’s 
case (5 Rep. 16 6.) :—“ If the lessee covenants for him and his 
igns to build a house upon the land of the lessor which is no 
parcel of the demise, or to pay any collateral sum to the lessor 
or to a stranger, it shall not bind the assignee, because it is 
merely collateral, and in no manner touches or concerns the 
thing that was demised, or that was assigned over ; and there- 
fore in such case the assignee of the thing demised cannot be 
charged with it, no more than any other stranger.” In this 
ge it is obvious that the particular cases mentioned, namely, 
building on other land, or paying a collateral sum, are simply 
examples of the general rule that, for the covenant to run with 
the land, it must not be merely collateral, but must touch or 
concern the thing demised. And in applying the rule it is not 
sufficient to confine it to the examples, and say that a covenant 
does not run if it is to do a thing off the land; the consideration 
must be whether, wherever done, it “touches or concerns” the 
thing demised. 

This view of the second resolution was taken in Sampson v. 

jasterby (10 B. & C. 505, 6 Bing. 644), where a lease of mines 
contained a covenant by the lessee to build a smelting mill on 
premises which were not demised. ‘A covenant,” said Lord 
TENTERDEN, C.J. (10 B. & C., p. 516), “to build a house on 
other land of the lessor is mentioned only as an instance, and 
must therefore be understood of a house not touching or con- 
cerning the land demised,” and the test was proposed that to 
“touch or concern” the thing demised the covenant must tend 
to its support and maintenance. In the Exchequer Chamber 
(6 Bing., p. 652) ALEXANDER, C.B., referred to the dictum of 
Lord ELLENBORCUGH, C.J., in Mayor of Congleton v. Pattison (10 
East, 135), as stating “ the rule to be extracted from Spencer’s case 
and from all which have followed it” :—“A covenant in which the 
the assignee is specifically named, though it were for a thing not 
in esse at the time, yet being specifically named it would bind 
him if it affected the nature, quality, or value of the thin 
demised, independently of collateral circumstances ; or if it affecte 
the mode of enjoying it.” The building of the smelting mill 
was intimately connected with the working of the mines, and it 
was easy to hold that the covenant ran with the land. 

The authority of Sampson v. Easterby was recognized in the 
House of Lords in Dewar v. Goodman (supra), and it was a 
matter of no great difficulty to shew that the covenant in Dewar 
v. Goodman was merely collateral, though the covenant in Sampson 
v. Easterby was not. The covenant in Dewar v. Goodman was, 
as already stated, to do repairs to houses on land not included 
in the demise ; that is, it was similar to the covenant to build on 
land not demised given by way of illustration in Spencer’s case. It 
was not at all concerned with the actual enjoyment of the demised 


land itself, although, doubtless, a ‘breach of the covenant might | 


lead to a forfeiture of the lessee’s estate in the demised land. 
Where, however, the thing to be done off the demised land 
directly affects the use or enjoyment of that land, the case is 
different. _ “Instances,” said Lord CoLiins in Dewar v. Goodman, 
“may be imagined of covenants to do things on land other than 
that demised which touch and concern so nearly the land demised 
a8 to run with it, Of this Sampson v. Easterby is an instance, if 
it be assumed, as it seems to have been, that no demise was to be 
— of the site on the waste where the mill was to be 
uilt. 

It seems to require only a proper understanding of Dewar 
V. Goodman to realize that it is no authority for the proposition 
that a covenant to be performed off the demised land is necessarily 
collateral. Wherever the covenant is to be performed it touches 
and concerns the land, and is not merely collateral, if it tends to 
the maintenance and support of the thing demised, or if it affects 
the mode of enjoying it, A covenant not to build in a specified 
manner on adjoining property, such as that in Ricketts v. Enfield 
Churchwardens, 4 to affect the enjoyment of the demised 
eh anil and the decision of NEviLE, J., that the covenant ran 
with the land was an easy application of Spencer’s case as inter- 
ee in Mayor of Congleton v. Pattison and Sampson v, Easterby. 

hether, in the circumstances of the case, THOMAS was an 








“assign” of the lessorsso as to render them liable for his acts 
depended on whether the term was to be taken strictly or in a 
wide sense, and the learned judge took the latter view. “I think, 
looking to the context of the covenant in the lease, that ‘assigns’ 
must mean the persons who are in possession of the adjoining land 
deriving title from the defendant, because they are the only per- 
sons who could erect a building on the land.” Consequently the 
defendants were liable to pay the damages, assessed, as above 
stated, at £55. 








Procedure on Applications under 
Section 27 of the Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907. 


In his judgment in the case of Hatschek’s Patents (26 R. P. C. 
228) Mr. Justice PARKER made some remarks on the procedure 
before the Comptroller in revocation eases under section 27 of 
the Act of 1908 which appear to us to be extremely important. 

Under that section “any person ”—whether interested in the 
matter or not, and whether a foreigner or not—may apply to the 
Comptroller for revocation of a Patent “on the ground that the 
patented article or process is manufactured or carried on exclu- 
sively or mainly outside the United Kingdom.” The section pro- 
ceeds : “ The Comptroller shall consider the application, and if, 
after inquiry, he is satisfied that the allegations contained therein 
are correct,” the Comptroller may revoke the Patent unless the 
ey proves (stating it shortly) adequate working in the 

nited Kingdom, or gives satisfactory reasons for non-adequate 
working. The applicant under the present procedure, which is 
governed by the Patents Rules (1908) 78 to 81, has to give no 
evidence of the truth of the statements in his application. But 
the patentee has within fourteen days to deliver by way of 
statutory declaration his defence to the application. The applicant 
has then fourteen days within which to deliver statutory declara- 
tions in answer, or, having obtained full disclosure from the 
patentee of his business transactions, he may, if he chooses, 
abandon his application ; and again, there is nothing to prevent 
his making a fresh application subsequently. 

The hardship which this procedure may entail on a patentee 
was pointed out in detail by the learned judge in his judgment, 
and he stated bis view to be that, for the protection of patentees, 
the applicant ought at starting to prove some case requiring an 
answer. He then went on to say what in his opinion the pro- 
cedure ought to be: 

«The proper course for the Comptroller to pursue when he receives an 


application under section 27 is to inquire whether the patentee admits 
that the state of affairs contemplated by sub-section 1 has arisen. If this 


is not admitted, he should inquire into the matter in the presence of both™ 


rties; and the applicant, being the person on whom the onus lies, 
should be the first lente evidence. It may well be that the patentee 
knows nothing about what is being done abroad nor what is being done 
in this country in the way of manufacturing the patented article or 
carrying on the patented process. There is no sy won aad reason why he 
should know what is being done abroad, unless he has foreign Patents or 
is himself manufacturing the article or carrying on the process abroad. 
Even as to the extent t» which the article or process is being manufactured 
or carried on here he may have no information ; for he may have sold 
licences outright, and not confined the use to the reservation of royalties. 
I do not say that he may not in the course of the inquiry be compelled to 
say what he does know ; but at least the applicant ought at first to be 
called upon to make out some case requiring an answer, and at any rate 
until he has given some evidence that the case is within the section, I do 
not see what answer is uired. If, on the other hand, the patentee 
admits that the state of affairs contemplated in sub-section | has arisen, or 
if after inquiry the Comptroller is satisfied that it has arisen, the patentee 
may fairl rhe called upon to state, first, what his defence is, and then to 
prove it.’ 

The learned judge stated that it a ree to him that, as the 
Patent Rules now stand, the Comptroller can call upon an applicant 
for evidence of the truth of the statement in his application and 
if the applicant does not furnish evidence sufficient to call for an 
answer, may refuse to proceed further with the matter. But the 
learned judge thinks it desirable that the Rules should be altered, 
and the — clearly specified in the Rules. The Comptroller's 


view is different ; see Jigner’s Patents (26 RK. P.C. 198). He thinks 





that, upon a proper construction of section 27, the applicant is not 
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compelled to make out a primé facie case before the patentee is 
called upon to leave evidence or to make a disclosure of what he 
relies upon in answer to the application. The Comptroller admits 
that the Rules are primdé facie open to the objection that they 
place the patentee at the mercy of anyone who dishonestly uses 
the process under section 27. But he thinks that as matters 
stand he has sufficient powers to protect 4 patentee against mala 
fide applications, and he states that he is prepared to use these 
powers in any cases where his attention is called to circum- 
stances which raise a presumption of mala fides or dishonesty or 
in any exéeptional case. 

We decidedly agree with Mr. Justice PARKER that whenever 
an application is made under section 27, unless the patentee admits 
that the patented article or process is manufactured or carried on 
exclusively or mainly outside the United Kingdom, the applicant 
should be compelled to make out a primé facie case of this before 
the patentee is called upon to file any evidence or make any dis- 
closure, and unless the Comptroller has power to compel this under 
the existing Rules, the Rules ought to be altered, 








Reviews. 


Restrictive Covenants. 


RESTRICTIVE CovENANTS AFFECTING LAND. By W. ARNOLD JOLLY, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This is a book of a kind which too rarely comes under our notice. 
1t relates to a branch of law which has been growing for many years, 
and has probably not in all respects yet attained its final form. That 
being so, even a mere compendium of the numerous decisions 
would be useful ; but the great merit of the book is that, not only are 
all the cases brought together, and their effect clearly and fully 
stated, but they are carefully analyzed with a view to extracting the 
principles on which they rest. Considering the variations in this 
respect between many of the old and the later decisions, this is no easy 
task, but we think that Mr. Jolly is to be congratulated on the 
success with which he has grappled with it. 

As to the origin of the doctrine, the author points out that in 
Tulk v. Moxhay (2 Phil. 774) Lord Cottenham for the first time laid 
down the principle that a restrictive covenant creates an equitable 
burden on land, and after various judicial vagaries, concisely traced 
in the book, the courts have returned to the principle so laid down. 
But upon the precise extent of the doctrine, and in particular as to 
whether it applies to a covenant personal to the covenantee, and the 
benefit of which cannot be annexed to any particular land, there is 
still much uncertainty. Mr. Jolly next discusses the question how 
the equitable burden may be defeated, and under this head shews 
the origin of the doctrine, now well established, that a purchaser 
has constructive notice of any restrictive covenant which would 
ot come .to his knowledge had he required a full forty years’ 

itle. 

There is a valuable and interesting discussion in Chapters 5 and 6 
of the assignment of the benefit of a restrictive covenant, and in 
Chapter 7 as to mutual covenants being implied in the case of 
building schemes. The writer refers to the recent decisions 
extending the a 9 of the implication of a building scheme to 
the case of the letting of residential! flats, there being no antecedent 
building scheme, and to the recent judgment of Parker, J., in 
Elleston v. Reacher (1908, 1 Ch., at p. 381) as to the four essential 
points which must be established in order that a plaintiff may 
enforce a restriction on the footing of a general scheme. 


After a chapter on restrictive covenants in leases, we come to the 
construction of restrictive covenants, as to which emphasis is laid on 
the rule that restrictions are strictly construed and that the plaintiff 
seeking the assistance of the court must bring his case within the 
ar meaning of the covenant which he is seeking to enforce. The 

k ends with a very useful chapter on the importance of restrictive 
covenants in connection with the sale of land, under which head are 
considered the duty of the vendor to disclose the existence of the 
restrictive covenants ; to what extent the restriction may be the 
subject of compensation ; the right of the vendor to indemnity and 
ie liability of the vendor after conveyance under his covenants for 

itle. 

It will be seen that the subject is very completely dealt with, 
and we may add, dealt with with much ability abd poet The book 
will be of great value to every practitioner who has to advise on or 
deal with questions in relation to restrictive covenants, 
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A Study of the Law of Mortgages. By Cuartes H. 8. STePHeEnsoy, 
LL.B., Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 
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Correspondence. 


The Report of the County Court Committee. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Those who take an interest in the practice of the county 
courts have anxiously awaited the report of the recent committee in 
the hope that it would contain strong and unanimous recommenda- 
tions on several matters that urgently require reform. 

This hope has been completely disappointed, and the chief 
impressions the report leaves upon the mind are—that a great 
opportunity of doing useful and lasting work has been entirely lost, 
and that the committee, instead of keeping before them the real 
object of the reference to them, have considered chiefly the reform 
of the High Court and how the interests of the bar can best be 
preserved, 

An inquiry of the King’s Printers for a copy of the evidence 
before the committee has brought the reply that “it is believed that 
it is not proposed to publish the evidence.” It is, therefore, 
impossible to say upon what materials the committee have acted, but 
it can be inferred from the report that no evidence was had upon 
those points of county court practice which most require attention. 

It is said that the evidence of solicitors who practise in the 
county courts was offered to the committee free of any expense to 
the country. In theabsence of the evidence taken by the committee, 
one cannot say whether the offer was accepted or not, but it is fairly 
clear that it was refused, 

Surely this is not the way in which a matter of this importance 
should be dealt with. For while county court judges and registrars 
undoubtedly have opportunities of seeing where reforms are needed, 
there can be no doubt that soliciters who are constantly using the 
county court procedure know best where unnecessary difficulties exist 
and how they can best be removed. 

I should like to be allowed to refer to the only really practical 
recommendation in the interest of the county court—viz., that 
relating to matrimonial cases. Probably this is not a reform which 
is urgently needed, but it will still be welcomed except in so far asit 
is qualified by the suggestion that the bar alone should have right of 
audience in these cases. There is no justification for the qualification, 
and, on the other hand, if it were adopted it would go far to nullify 
the recommendation. For I assume that the recommendation was 
made in the interest of those who cannot afford to incur the expense 
of divorce proceedings in the High Court. This expense is largely 
caused by counsel's fees, which would be even larger than they are in 
the High Court if counsel were required to gointhe country. On the 
other hand, solicitors have for years been personally conducting cases 
of judicial separation in the police courts, and there is absolutely no 
reason at all why they should not be entrusted with divorce cases as 
well. ; Soxiciror. 

April 22. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—Having read the report of the County Court Committee, I 
am compelled to come to the conclusion that it mainly deals with the 
reform of High Court procedure. : 

I fail to see the great distinction between the High Court and 
the county court bench. Both sets of judges are picked from the 
same class of men. As regards the legal profession, surely the bar 
ought to be able to hold their own in the county court without 
protection, and for the suitor to be compelled to engage counsel in 
certain county court cases will greatly add to the cost of procedure, 
which is heavy enough already. The real expert at the bar has 
nothing to fear, as he will in the future, as now, be briefed in cases of 
difficulty. " 

If a power of divorce is given to the county courts, and the 
het separation procedure taken from the justices, it behoves the 

aw Society to see that solicitors are not excluded from this class 0 
practice, which they now possess. VERAX. 





Penny Law. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. 


Sir,—The “almighty penny” seems able to do even more than I 
ever imagined—that is to say, if the enclosed document is at all to 
be relied on, / 
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A client asks me who the solicitors can be who can undertake 
business on such terms ? 

Seriously though, I ask you, is there no putting a stop to such 

ractices ? . PALLISTER YOUNG. 

April 26. 

The document enclosed by our correspondent isa certificate, headed with 
the name of a society, that ‘ having paid the sum 
of ld. isa member of the above society, and is entitled to the following 
benefits for one year, beginning this day of 2 : 

1. Free legal advice in every matter by our solicitors. (If written 
advice be required, a stamped addressed envelope must be sent.) 

2. Legal assistance in cases of injury when, in the opinion of the 
society's legal advisers, the member has a just claim. 

3. In all other legal matters, legal assistance will be given’on the most 
reasonable terms. 

4, Prompt attention will be given to every claim, and full compensa- 
tion will be quickly recovered wherever our member has a just claim. 
Ten per cent. of the amount recovered will be retained to cover 
expenses.” 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


VARDOPULO v. VARDOPULO. No. 2. 26th April. 


Practice — ResTRAINING Proceepincs ABroap — Divorce—JUDICIAL 
SEPARATION— WIFE s Surr—Divorce Proceepincs By HvusBAND IN 
Forzicn Country-—INJUNCTION TO REsTRAIN. 








A defendant will not be restrained from commencing and prosecuting 
proceedings in a foreign country to enforce rights which he has there 
acquired against a plaintiff under the law of that foreign country. Con- 
sequently, when a wife had commenced proceedings for judicial separa- 
tion, the Court declined to restrain the husband, who had acquired a 
— domicil, from prosecuting divorce proceedings in the foreign 
country. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Bigham, P. (reported ante, p. 
377). M. Epaminondas Vardopulo married Juliette  Fran- 
coise Schiestet on the 19th of January, 1901, at the Fulham Register 
Office, and subsequently at the Greek Church, Bayswater. By birth 
the respondent was a Greek,*but he had become a domiciled British 
subject, and had for years carried on business in the City. On the 
3rd of October, 1908, the wife filed a petition for judicial 
separation, on the poms of cruelty, but was unable to have the petition 
and citation served upon the respondent. Accordingly, on the 30th of 
November, application was made to the court to dispense with personal 
service, and Bargrave Deane, J., gave leave for substituted service by 
registered post and by advertisement in the English and French Press, 
intimating that in his opinion the respondent was deliberately evading 
service, and that it was desirable that people should know that such 
conduct ve led to greater publicity. Subsequently, in January last, 
the respondent appeared to the wife’s suit in order to oppose her 
application for alimony, and he was now delaying her suit by asking 
for further time to file his answer. He had gone over to France and 
taken steps to acquire, so the wife alleged, a “‘ bogus” domicil there, 
and had subsequently filed a petition for divorce against his wife in the 
French courts. The lady had been cited to appear before the French 
courts. Counsel put in two letters written in October last to show that 
the respondent had full knowledge of his wife’s suit. The President 
being satisfied that what the husband was doing was done, not with the 
bond-fide wish to obtain relief in the.French courts, but solely for the 
purpose of harassing the wife in the prosecution of her petition in the 
English court, and in order to compel her to abandon these proceedings, 
granted an injunction restraining the respondent from prosecuting pro- 
ceedings against*his wife in the French courts. The husband appealed. 

Tae Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Buckitey and KENNEpy, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that on the further evidence now before 
the court, it was clear that the husband had acquired a French domicil 
in accordance with the requirements of French law, and having obtained 
a French domicil he had commenced in France, as he was entitled to do, 
proceedings for divorce on grounds which were not sufficient for divorce 
in England, but which were sufficient, according to the law of France, 
and if this French suit proceeded the husband would be entitled to the 
judgment of the French court whether or not on the evidence before 
it he (the husband) was entitled to be released from the bonds of 
matrimony. _ Under these circumstances the wife applied to the Presi- 
dent for an injunction to restrain the husband from prosecuting proceed- 
ings against his wife in the French courts. The President, believing 
that the proceedings in France were taken mainly with a view of harass- 
ing the wife in the prosecution of her petition in the English court, 
granted the eye now under appeal. He (the Master of the Rolls) 
was quite unable to agree with this view of thecase. More than twenty- 
five years ago Cotton, L.J., in Hyman v. Helm (24 Ch. D. 531), asked 
Ho question at p. 536, ‘“‘Is there any case where a defendant sued 
pen has before decree been restrained from commencing an action 
abroad? And counsel answered they believed not. The same question 
+ ae be asked again to-day and answered in the same way. He (the 

aster of the Rolls) knew of no authority for saying that a defendant 


could be restrained from commencing and prosecuting proceedings in 
another jurisdiction to enforce rights which he had acquired in that 
country against the plaintiff under the law of that forei 
country. he fact that the wife had commenced proceedings for 
judicial separation against her husband in this country did 
not give this court any jurisdiction to restrain the husband from 
asserting and prosecuting his right to take proceedings for a divorce 
in France. An ap had been also made to the court not to interfere 
with this injunction, based on the possible hardship that might be 
inflicted on the wife if she were, as alleged, unable through want of 
means to defend the French suit. The French court, it must be 
assumed, would do its duty fairly and give due consideration to all the 
circumstances. No ground had , foes Town for invoking the jurisdic- 
tion of this court, and the appeal must be allowed and the order of 
the President discharged. 

Bucxtey and Kennepy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
—CovunseL, Atkin, K.C., and Grazebrook, for appellant; Kingsbury, 
for respondent. Sorrcrrors, Lloyd-George, Roberts, & Co.; Hicks, 
Arnold, & Mozley. 

[Reported by J. I. Srretine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
MULLEY v. MULLEY AND SHAW. Bargrave Deane, J. 23rd April. 
Divorce—HusBanp Petitioner—Guitty or Starutory DerserT1Ion— 


DiscrRETION—MatRIMONIAL Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), 
s. 31—Decree Nis1. 


The court will exercise its discretion in favour of a petitioner in a 
divorce suit, even though guilty of statutory desertion. 


Undefended suit for divorce by a husband. The parties were 
married on the 23rd of October, 1905. There was no issue. On the 
2nd of May, 1907, the husband filed a petition for divorce on the ground 
of his wife’s alleged adultery with one Barnard. The petition was 
tried before Bargrave:Deane, J., and a common jury on the 28th and 
29th of November, 1907, and was eventually dismissed. Notwithstand- 
ing the result, the husband declined to live with his wife, who on the 
13th of April, 1908, filed a petition for the restitution of conjugal 
rights. On the 15th of October, 1908, a decree for restitution of 
conjugal rights was pronounced by the ex-President, Lord Gorell. 
The husband had never complied with this order, and was therefore 
guilty of statutory desertion. In January, 1909, the husband learnt 
that his wife had given birth to a child on the 21st of November, 1908, 
of which he was not the father, not having lived with her since April, 
1907. The husband now alleged that the co-respondent Shaw was the 
father of the child, as the latter had lived in the same house with 
the respondent during 1908. The respondent admitted the birth cf 
the child, but denied that the co-respondent was the father. Since 
the petition had been filed the respondent and co-respondent had 
lived together, occupying the same room. It was submitted that this 
evidence was admissible to show what inference the court should draw 
from previous acts of familiarity. Counsel cited Wales v. Wales and 
Cullen (W. R. 48, Digest 57; 1900, P. 63). The court was asked to 
exercise its statutory discretion under section 31 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1857, notwithstanding the petitioner’s non-compliance with 
the decree for restitution of conjugal rights. ere 

BARGRAVE Deane, J., pronounced a decree nisi, with costs.—Coun,, 
set, Le Bas. Souicrtors, Milner & Bickford. 

[Reported by Diesy Corss-Preepr, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re @. (A Solicitor). Neville, J. 28th April. 
Scicrror AND CLIENT—TAXATION AFTER PayMENT oF Brut or Costs— 


Spectra, CrrcumMsTaNces—MisTake IN Scate CxHarces—ScaLe 
CHarRGes WHERE Work Nort Att Done—Soricrror ActING ror PuR- 
CHASER—MORTGAGOR AND MoRTGAGEE—CONVEYANCE AND MORTGAGE 
CompPLerep aT THE Same Trme—Soricrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73), s. 41—Sorrcrrors’ Remuneration ACT, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. 
c. 44), Generat Orver, Scuepute I., rr. 3, 6, anv 11. 


A solicitor delivered.a bill of costs (which was paid) containing over- 
charges due to a mistake as to the proper scale charges and to scale 
charges for work which was not all done. ‘ 

Held, that the overcharges in themselves were sufficient to have the 
bill referred for taxation. 


On the 3rd of August, 1907, the applicant bought a farm at Pang- 
bourne for £2,000, upon the terms that £1,000 of the purchase price 
was to remain on mortgage. He retained the respondent as his 
solicitor in the purchase on the 28th of August, 1907. Subsequently 
the applicant found that he would be unable to complete in the terms 
of the contract, and requested the respondent to do the best he could 
for him. The respondent then arranged with the vendor for the can- 
cellation of the existing contract of purchase, and for a fresh contract 
by which the vendor agreed to allow £600 of the Fangs money to 
remain on second mortgage, the remaining £1, to be obtained 
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elsewhere. It appeared that the respondent made several attempts 
to obtain the required advance on the first mortgage, but by the 28th 
of October, 1907, the applicant found a Mr. West willing to entertain 
@ proposal for a mortgage for the £1,400 on the agg Mr. West 
thereupon wrote to the respondent, and ultimately the purchase and 
Mr. West’s mortgage and the second mortgage for the balance of the 
purchase money were completed. In these matters the respondent 
acted as solicitor for the applicant in the purchase, for both the applicant 
and Mr. West, the mortgagee, in the mortgage, and for the applicant 
in the second mortgage. The bill of costs was delivered to the appli- 
cant on the 7th of December, 1907. It consisted of three items: (a) 
Scale charges for investigating title, preparing and completing con- 
veyance and copy, perusal and completion of contract, £25; (b) scale 
charges for drawing, preparing, and completing mortgage to West for 
£1,400, £28 10s.; (c) scale charges for perusal and completing the 
second mortgage, for £600, to the vendor, £9; total £62 10s. The appli- 
cant in 1907 and 1908 paid sums in respect of the above bill, and other 
items not comprised in the bill, exceeding the amount of the costs. In 
October and November, 1908, the applicant’s solicitors wrote to the 
respondent pointing out that the details of the items (b) and (c) did 
not support the charges of £28 10s. and £9, and suggesting that the 
respondent should deliver an itemized bill (including the item (a) of 
the bill already delivered) for the work actually done. On the 4th of 
December a summons was taken out on behalf of the applicant, inter 
alia, for taxation of the above bill delivered by the respondent to the 
applicant, and paid by the applicant to the respondent. It appeared 
by the evidence that the respondent admitted that he had made a 
mistake as to the item (b) of the bill in that he had arrived at the 
amount £28 10s. under rule 3 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act 
instead of rule 6. The Master dismissed the summons. On behalf of 
the applicant it was now contended that there were comparatively large 
swenlbingne, that as to the item (b), rule 6 of the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881, was exclusive of rule 3, and only allowed half fees for 
investigating title and preparing the mortgage deed, and none for 
deducing title on behalf of the mortgagor, and that consequently 
only £9 10s. was due; and as to the item (c), the Whole of the ran | 
for which scale charges were allowed had not been done, the title 
had not been deduced. The following cases were referred to :—Re 
Cepes (1908, 1 K. B. 982), Re Boycott (29 Ch. D. 571), and Re Norman 
(16 Q. B. D. 673). On behalf of the respondent, in reliance upon Re 
Lacey & Son (25 Ch. D. 301), it was contended that the overcharges 
did not in this case constitute special circumstances (distinguishing Re 
Norman), for the reason that the respondent would in the alternative 
and upon a supplemental bill be allowed a negotiation fee on the 
sutstituted contract of purchase and substantial charges for his work 
in connection with the mortgage: Re Pybus (35 C. D. 568). In the 
course of hearing, the learned judge intimated that the applicant was 
precluded from setting up that the bill had not in fact been paid by 
the wording of the summons. 

Nevitz, J.—In this case the total amount is small, but the same 
reasoning applies to small as well to large bills of costs. The 
question is whether there are circumstances in the case which make it 
right that it should be remitted for taxation. It is alleged, and as to 
one item admitted, firstly, that there has been some misapprehension 
as to the amount to which the respondent is entitled under scale 
charges, and also that the second scale charge of £9 has been calculated 
on work not all done by the respondent. Th2 respondent admits the 
mistake as to the charge for £29, but alleges that he would be entitled 
upon bringing in a supplementary bill to make charges for negotiating 
equal to or approaching the mistaken excess. He is entitled to fees for 
negotiating (if any), and any proper charges for his work would be 
allowed, but I think on the whole special circumstances have been 
proved entitling the applicant to have the bill remitted for taxation. The 
bill must be taxed. The respondent may bring in a supplementary 
item bill containing charges for his work. The costs to be costs in the 
taxation.—CounseL, for applicant, P. F. S. Stokes ; for the respondent, 
Salis-Schwabe. Soricrrors, Ridsdale & Son, for C. H. Dodd, 
Reading; G. B. Godding. 

[Reported by A. 8. OPPs, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Annual General Meeting of the Bar. 


This meeting was held on Tuesday last in the Old Hall at Lincoln’s- 
inn, the Attorney-General presiding. 

The Atrorxey-GexeraL, at the commencement of the meeting, said 
that recent legislation had followed the present tendency towards consoli- 
dation. There had been a very good instance of that in the case of com- 
pany law, which had now been brought within the compass of a single 
statute. He was afraid, however, that that branch of the law, although 
it had reached consolidation, could not be said altogether to have 
passed the stage of amendment. It seemed as though they would have 
to make another attempt to deal with the facility with which our com- 
pauy laws could be made to serve the purposes of fraud. As to the 
state of business in the courts, he might refer to the broad salient 
features. Before the Judicature Acts we had eighteen common law 
judges; now we had sixteen; and that notwithstanding the increase 
of le and population, and the imposition of new duties in bank- 
ruptcy, criminal appeals, and other matters. The Criminal Appeal Act 
had greatly added to the burdens of the judges. He might in another 








place have to deal with the subject of the resolution on the agenda, 
and could not therefore say much now. One proposed remedy was an 
increase of the jurisdiction of the county courts, which it was proposed 
to elevate to High Court jurisdiction. But it was not an economical 
method. 

Mr. Eneiish Harrison, K.C., the chairman of the council, moved 
the adoption of the report. A resolution, he said, had been proposed 
with respect to the constitution of the council, but as it was possible 
to renew the council every two years, the question had better be left 
to the profession. The council had seen no cause to change its opinion 
on the question of the judge in chambers. On the subject of contribn- 
tions to the Press the report recommended that it is contrary to pro- 
fessional etiquette for a barrister to answer legal questions in news- 
papers or periodicals, whether for a salary or at ordinary literary re. 
muneration, (1) where his name is directly or indirectly disclosed or 
liable to be disclosed, or (2) where the questions answered have refer. 
ence to concrete cases which have actually arisen or are likely to arise 
for practical decision. 

Mr. Levert, K.C., seconded the motion. 

The report was unanimously adopted. 

Sir Epwarp Carson moved : ‘“ That having regard to the state of 
business in the King’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice, 
there is, in the opinion of this meeting, an imperative necessity for 
the immediate appointment of additional judges.’’ He said that the 
Lord Chancellor had in the House of Lords stated that the ideal was 
that there should be no arrears in any court, and that the delay of 
justice was in many cases the denial of justice. Things were now much 
worse than they were when the Lord Chancellor spoke. There were 
in the King’s Bench Division 820 cases, as against 666 cases this time 
last year, and there were waiting for trial 677 cases, against 479 last 
year. At the commencement of the Long Vacation this year they 
would have an arrear of actions waiting for trial of about 340. That 
meant that not a single case which was now ready for trial, or might 
be ready for trial between now and the Long Vacation, had the slightest 
chance of being disposed of till next February or March. This was a 
most lamentable state of affairs, and was, to his mind, almost a denial 
of justice. Their case was greatly strengthened by the report of Lord 
Gorell’s committee. The growing practice of inviting King’s Counsel 
to assist the trial of cases was much to be deprecated. This system was 
unfair to the public, and it was most unsatisfactory for a man on one 
day to be trying cases and on the next in the same court to appear at 
the bar. Such methods would not be tolerated in London; why should 
they be endured in Liverpool or Manchester? There was no remedy 
for this state of things, as Lord Gorell’s committee had reported, save 
an addition to the number of King’s Bench judges. Three judges were 
last year taken away for fifty days to deal with criminal appeals. 

Mr. Isaacs, K.C., in seconding the resolution, associated himself 
entirely with what Sir Edward Carson had said. 

The resolution was carried unanimously without discussion. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatina Socrery.—April 27.—Chairman, Mr. C. P. 
Blackwell.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Cooper 
v. Kendall (1907, 1 K. B. 405) was wrongly decided.’”’ Mr. T. B. 
Harston opened in the affirmative, Mr. H. G. Meyer seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. G. E. Shrimpton opened in the negative, Mr. W. M. 
Pleadwell seconded in the negative. The following members continued 
the debate : Messrs. Harnett, Krauss, Cornock, Kafka, Davies, Blag- 
den, and Vere Bass. The motion was lost by eight votes. 








Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. Rosert F. Norton, K.C., has been appointed Vice-Chairman 
of the Council of Law Reporting. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Harry DouGLas Brown and WILLIAM Norris, solicitors (H. Douglas 
Brown & Norris), Union Bank-chambers, 12°16, Southwark-street, 
London Bridge. March 6. Such business will be carried on in the 
future by the said William Norris. 

Hersert Gisson, Frepertco THOMAS MEDCALF, and JouN REGINALD 
MARRIOTT, solicitors (Deacon, Gibson, Medcalf, & Marriott), 9, Great 
St. Helens, in the City of London, and 27, Great Grorge-street, Wert 
min-ter. April l. So far as regards the said Frederic Thomas Medcalf, 
who retires ; the said Herbert Gibson and Jobn Reginald Marriott will 
in fature carry on the practice. 

ReGinaALp Jonn WickHAM Hurp and Kenenm Henry HALLETT 
SMITH, solicitors (Hurd & Kenelm Smith), 30, Essex-street, Strand, 
London, March 1. 


May I, 19009. 
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Visaue changeante des conflits entre les juges et le draqoman.”’ 


the anomalous jurisdiction and privileges of foreign Powers in Turkey. 
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RomMER WILLIAMS, ARCHIBALD HERBERT JAMES, HENRY SHAD- | 
roRTH, ROWLAND BEEVoR, and ARTHUR GODFREY JAMES, solicitors 
(Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment, London. | 
Dec. 31. The said Romer Williams, Henry Shadforth, Rowland Beevor, | 
and Arthur Godfrey James will in future carry on the business. 

[ Gazette, April 23. 

Harry Cousins, JOHN WILLIAM BoTsFORD, and JOHN TUDOR 
PHENIX, solicitors (Cousins, Botsford, & Pheenix), Cardiff. April 23. 
The said Harry Cousins and John William Botsford will continue to 
p actise in _qnewe f together at above address under the firm name 
of Cousins & Botsford. [Gazette, April 27. 





General. 


It is stated that Judge Philbrick, K.C., is lying seriously ill at his 
residence at Bournemouth. 


Mr. Pollock, one of the Official Referees, has for some days been 
confined to his house as the result of a chill, and has not been allowed 
by his medical adviser to resume judicial work at present. He hopes 
to resume his sittings in a few days. 


It is stated by the Hvening Standard that on the 23rd ult. the 
editor of the Indian Sociologist and leader of the Indian reactionary 
movement, Pandit Shyamaji Krishnavarma, was disbarred by the 
Benchers of the Inner Temple. He did not appear, but sent a long 
statement, pleading that he was justified in his attacks on British rule 
in India. 

At the Central Poor Law Conference on Tuesday evening last Mr. T. 
Dodd (Oxford) moved ‘‘That the proposals of the Poor Law Commission 
for transferring the administration of the Poor Law to authorities not 
directly elected for Poor Law purposes are unwise, and should be 
rejected.’” The resolution was seconded by Mr. Gorringe (Oxford), 
and was adopted with only three dissentients. 


An inquest was held, says the Times, on the 16th ult. at New Malden 
on the body of W. J. Titley, solicitor, of Brixton. The evidence showed 
that Mr. Titley went out for a walk on Friday afternoon, saying he 
would return early in the evening. On Saturday morning he was 
found, alive but unconscious, lying in a ditch about twenty yards from 
the bridle path across the fields leading from Malden to Surbiton. He 
died a few hours later. Mr. Titley had been suffering from pneumonia 
for several days before his death, though he did not appear to have 
known it. He died from heart failure whilst suffering from pneu- 
monia, his death being accelerated by exposure. He might, it was 
thought, have stumbled when stepping across the ditch and fallen 
into the mud, and, owing to the state of his health, been unable to get 
up again. The jury returned a verdict of ‘‘ Accidental death, accele- 
rated by Mr. Titley lying in the mud all the previous night.” 


Will a County Court Bill be introduced this Session, and will it 
propose to carry out all. or only a few, of the recommendations of the 
Committee? asks the Times. ‘‘ Most of them are of the nature of 
compromises. They naturally disappoint those who, in accordance 
with the recommendations of the majority of the Judicature Commis- 
sioners, think that there is no stopping at any point short of making 
these courts integral parts of the High Court. By recommending 
changes which would have the effect of greatly extending the jurisdic- 
tion of the county courts the Committee have, on the other hand, 
disappointed those who would keep, so far as is now possible, the 
county courts in their original position. Any decision as to what 
effect is to be given to these recommendations must be a matter of 
great difficulty. Not one Bill, but probably two, if not three, would 
be required if they were all to receive attention forthwith. The easiest 
and probably best. course would be to pick out what is at once most 
urgent and practicable. Perhaps a_ reintroduction of the 
County Court Bill of last Sersion, with some additions in accordance 
with the chief recommendations of the Committee, would be at once 
the easiest and the wisest course.”’ 


The present position of affairs in Turkey gives exceptional interest, 
says the Journal of the Society of Commarative Legislation, to a careful 
study of “La Justice Ottomane,”” which M. André Mandelstam has 
made in a book just published. It 1s obvious M. Mandelstam 
thinks that the present state of things cannot be permanent. There 
are serious and recurring points of discord between the Porte and the 
various Powers. One of the acutest and most frequent is that as to 
the position of the dragoman, who, according to usage, sometimes 
questioned but on the whole recognised, attends the sittings of the 
mixed tribunals and signs the procés-verbal, the interrogatories, and 
the judgment. The Porte maintains that the signature of the drago- 
man is merely the last proof of his ‘‘assistance’’ which the Capitula- 
tions require at the trial. He hos nothing to do with the nature of 
the judgment, which is valid without his signature. The opposing 
view is that he may express his opinion and refuse his signature—that 
each case, to quote the words of the Spanish Legation, putting forth 
this contention, ‘ext entende et juqée de concert avec le dragoman,” 
M. Mandelstam seems to agree with the contention of the Powers. 
Obviously the present state of things is extremely unsatisfactory; as 
ho says with truth, ‘les droits des parties dépendent trop ones a 
tw 





ho interesting to watch the effect of Parliamentary institutions upon 





The judges have fixed the following commission days for the summer 
assize on the North-Eastern Circuit :—York, June 8th; Newcastle, 
June 16th ; Durham, June 22nd ; and Leeds, June 30th. 

The Hague correspondent of the J'iimes says that on the 24th ult. 
the ratifications of the Treaty of July 17th, 1905, concerning procedure 
in civil Courts were exchanged by the representatives of Germany, 
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Spain, France, Italy, Norway, the Nether- 
land, Portugal, Rumania, Russia, Sweden, and Bwiteerland. 








The report of the North British and Mercantile Insurance Co. fur the 
year 1908 shews the following results: The net Fire Premiums amounted 
to £2,106,806. The net Fire Losses amonnted to £1,172,804. The profit 
on the Fire Account for the year, carried to Profit and Loss Account, 
amounted to £227.486. The directors recommend the usual dividend 
and bonus of £1 10s. per share, along with the bonus of 5s. 6d. per share 
from the Shareholders’ Life and Anauity Profits. In the Life De 
ment 4,566 policies were issued. Net amount insured thereby £2,074,7 
Net new premiums £89,215. Total Life Premium income £1,042,827. 
In the Annuity Branch the sum of £189,119 was received for the purchase 
of annuities. 





Many people in Chancery-lane will have noticed the “Sun” which has 
recently ton erected outside the “Sun” Offices at No. 40. It is very 
appropriate that this step should have been taken, for on the 7th of 
April, 1710, the Sun Fire Office was established. It was then known 
as the “Company of London Insurers, commonly called the Sun Fire 
Office Company.” 





The Orient-Royal Mail Line announce a *‘ Short Whitsuntide Cruise ” 
from London by their steamship “Orontes,” 9,023 tons. Those who 
prefer to visit the Moorish cities of Spain or Africa, to make a short 
riding tour in Southern Spain, may disembark at Gibraltar, and return 
after about five days on the next homeward-bound steamer. Passengers 
wi-hing fur a longer time at sea can secure this by procecdi:g to 
Marseilles, where the homeward-bound mail steamer “Orotava” is due 
to call two days after their arrival. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercexcy Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2, Jorcr, §Swixres Eapr. 
Monday ...May 3 Mr Bloxam Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Charch 
Tuesday ....... < 4 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Wednesday ...... 5 Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Thursday ....e... 6 Borrer Leach Greswell — Farmer 
Friday ............ 7 Beal Rorrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Saturday .....0.+ . 8 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Wannrinetox. Nervi. Parkes. Eva. 
Monday ...May 3 Mr Greswell Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Synge 
Tuesday ......... 4 Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Charch 
Wednesday...... 5 Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Thursday ........ 6 Charch Beal Synge Bloxam 
Friday ...... 00008 7 Theed Greswell — Chareh 
Saturday ......... 8 Bloxam Goldtchmidt Theed Leach 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1909. 
(Continued from page 455). 


The appeals or other business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE), AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STAN- 
NARIES COURTS. 
(General List.) 
1909 


In re W Lavers, dec Matthews v The British & Foreign Bible Soc 
& ors appl of deft H S Lemon from judgt of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated Nov 6, 1908, and contention by respts to vary judgt, dated 
March 9, 1909 Jan 6 

Cuthbert v Robarts, Lubbock & Co & ors appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 21, 1908 Jan 15 

Cope & ors v Crossingham & ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Eve, dated July 17, 1908, and cross-notice by defts, dated 
March 2, 1909 Jan 15 

Havana Cigar & Tobacco Factories Id v Tiffin (1905) ld ope of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 21, 1 Jan 22 

In re L J D Brockman, a Solr, &c, and In re Taxation of Costs appl 
of The Sandgate U D C from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated 


Jan 13, 1909 Jan 25 
& ors v Morgan & ors appl of defts from 
1908 Feb 8 


In re Morgan, dec M : 
order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Oct 15, 
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May 1, 1909. 








Attorney-General and The Derbyshire County Council v Midland 
Ry Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated Dec 
18, 1908 Feb 8 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Matter 
of De Dion Bouton (1897) ld (motn by Tweedy) appl of Respt Co 
from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 18, 1909 Feb 15 

Same v Same (motion by Harry Stonehouse) appl of Respt Co from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 19, 1909 Feb 15 

In re Thomson, dec Green & anr v The Mission Coast Home & ors 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Nov 14, 
1908 Feb 16 

Bradshaw v Joyce appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated Jan 29, 1909 (security ordered) Feb 18 

Bank of Africa ld v Cohen appl of plaintiffs from order of Mr Justice 
Eve, dated Feb 4, 1909 Feb 23 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1907, and In the Matter 
of Feltham’s Bank Id appl of Gertrude Bendon from order of Mr 
Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 13, 1909 Feb 25 

In re Pearce’s Trusts and In re Trustee Act, 1893 appl of E F Whit- 
worth from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Dec 8, 1908 
(from Interlocutory List by order, dated Feb 25) Feb 16 

In re John Hunt, dec Hepburn v Hepburn appl of pitff from order 
of Mr Justice Eve, dated Oct 24, 1908 March 1 

In re Tipper, dec Tipper v Tipper (Liverpool District Registry) appl 
of Jane Tipper from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Dec 11, 1908 
March 1 

In re W Howarth, dec Howarth & anr v Mackinson & ors (Manchester 
District Registry) appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
dated Jan 30, 1909, and cross-notice by pltfis, dated March 8, 1909 
March 9 

Expte The Great Western Ry Co In re Great Western Ry (New 
Railways) Act, 1905, and In re the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts 
appl of Mayor, &c, of Borough of Kensington from order of Mr 
Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Jan 30, 1909 (produce order) March 10 

In the Matter of the Trusts of the Will of J Morphew, dec Shapcote 
v Gard & ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 
Dec 22, 1909 March 11 

Reid & ors v Bickerstaff appl of pltffis from judgment of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated March 1, 1909 (produce order) March 13 

In re Stawell, dec Poole v Riversdale & ors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 23, 1909 March 19 

In re A Boake, Roberts & Co ld, Trade Marks Nos 46,664, 46,665, and 
283,888, and The Trade Marks Act, 1905 appl of applts, W A Way- 
land & Co, from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 15, 1909 
March 19 

In re A Boake, Roberts & Co ld, and W A Wayland, defts appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 15, 1909 March 19 

In re Ralston’s Patent, No 13,444 of 1896, and In re Patents & Designs 
Act, 1907 appl of respt, G S Ralston, from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated March 4, 1909 (produce order) March 26 

In re Preston & Ralston’s Patent, No 7,970 of 1903 and In re Patents 
& Designs Act, 1907 appl of respt, G C Ralston, from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated March 4, 1909 (produce order) March 26 

In re Preston & Ralston’s Patent, No 7,970 of 1903, and In re Patents 
and Designs Act, 1907 appl of respt, F G P Ralston, from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 4, 1909 (produce order) 
March 26 

Hill & anr v Bulley appl of pitffs from order of Mr Justice Warring- 
ton, dated March 2, 1909 March 26 . 

In the Matter of the Estate of J Peplow, dec Peplow v Peplow 
appl of pltfis from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 10, 
1909 March 27 : 

The Apollo Co Id v Greenwell appl of pltfis from order of Mr 
Justice Eve, dated March 16, 1909 (picduce order) March 29 

Bellerby v Heyworth & anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Parker, dated March 25, 1909 April 7 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1909. 

In re Baird, dec de Witt v Villiers and ors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Eve, dated Jan 19, 1909 March 24 

Divorce Vardopulo v Vardopulo appl of respt from order of The 
President, dated March 15, 1909, part heard March 27 (first Satur- 
day Easter Sittings) 

In re Jane Hamilton, dec Hamilton v Hamilton appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Eve, dated March 19, 1909 April 3 

In the matter of Edward David Sweet, dec Sweet v Sweet appl of 
applt from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated March 30, 1909 
(produce order) April 5 

Mudie v Bond Street Property Investment Co, ld appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Eve, dated March 19, 1909 (produce order) 


April 5 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900 and In the 
Matter of Fenn & Co id appl of B. Skene from refusal of Mr 
ary Swinten Lady, dated March W, 1909 (produce order) 








FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1908. 
Probate Niepel & anr v Kluge appl of deft from judgt of Mr, 
uae Bargrave Deane and a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 3, 1908 
ec 
Probate In the Estate of James Turley, dec Shepheard v Turley 
(widow) appl of deft from judgt of The President and a jury, 
Middlesex, dated Dec 9, 1908 Dec 17 
1909. 


Divorce Bond, Helena Jane v Bond, William Ebenezer appl of 
respt from judgt of Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane and a common 
jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 17, 1908 March 11 

Probate In re the Estate of G. T. M. Messiter Terry, dec Mathew 
v Tooze (E. Gatehouse, Intervener) appl of Deft from judgt of The 
President and a special jury, Middlesex, dated March 12, 1909 
March 29 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor) No 45 of 1908, County Court of 
Middlesex, holden at Brentford from an order of the Divisional 
Court (Phillimore and Coleridge JJ), dated March 15, 1909, making 
a Receiving Order against the Debtor 

In re T. H. Pearse (expte The Debtor) No 629 of 1908 from an order 
made by Mr Benjamin Brougham, dated March 24, 1909, adjudging 
the Debtor bankrupt 

In re J Richman (expte F. W. Allen, Trustee) No 1,034 of 190 
from an order of Mr Registrar Brougham, dated March 24, 1909, 
declining to adjourn a private examination of the Bankrupt under 
Section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, &c 

In re Starkey, Leveson & Cooke (expte The London Joint Stock 
Bank, ld) No 615 of 1907 from an order of The Hon Mr. Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 19, 1909, declaring that The Trustee in 
Bankruptcy is entitled to a sum of £1,226 6s 9d, and directing 
payment thereof to him 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1908. 

Redfern v Hope appl of deft from judgt of Justice Channell and 
Sutton, dated July 2, 1908 (and motion) Aug 18 (not before 
July 1) 

Wild 7 Bolton and In the Matter of an issue between Chandler & anr 
v Wild appl of deft A F V Wild from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Oct 16, 1908 Oct 30 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between two Solicitors appl of 
applt from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Walton, 
dated Oct 23, 1908 part heard (restored March 22, 1909) Oct 3l 

The Comptoir National D’Escompte de Paris v Law, Car and General 
Insce Corpn Id appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray 
(Commercial List), dated Oct 20, 1908 Nov 3 (part heard before 
Vaughan Williams, Farwell and Kennedy, L.JJ) 

Fleming & ors (Applts) v London County Council (Respts) appl of 
respts from judgts of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Nov 2, 1908 Nov 14 

Butterworth v Graham appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 23, 1908, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 1 

Regents Canal & Dock Co (Applts) v London County Council (Respts) 
appl of applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Walton and Sutton, dated Nov 5, 1908 Dec 3 

T A Jones v E Hulton & Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 23, 1908, at trial before 
Mr Justice Channell and a special jury, Manchester (restored 
March 25) Dec 3 . 

Rowley v Hyatts ld appln of S for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 18, 1908, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 7 

Milne & ors v Mersey, Weaver & Ship Canal Co ld appln of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 
1908, at trial before Mr Justice Channell and a special jury, Man 
chester Dec 8 ; 

E Le Bas v The Mellingriffith Co ld appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 27, 1908 
Dec 9 

Taylor & Sons ld v The British Northrop Loom Co Id appln of pltfis 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Nov 24, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice Changell and a special jury, 
Manchester (s o May 1) Dec 9 3 

R LS Smith v W H Whiteman & anr appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 9, 1908, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 10 

Grand Maison d’Automobiles ld v Beresford appl of deft from jud 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 0, 
1908 Dec 15 ; 

D N Macauley v Gt Northern, Piccadilly & Brompton Ry Co. appl 
of pltff from judgment of Mr Justice Lawrance, special jury, Middle- 
sex, dated Dec 3, 1908 Dec 15 : 

M L Macauley v Same appl of pltff from judgment of Mr Justice 
Lawrance; special jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 5, 1908 Dec 15 
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Jones Vv out ¢ a — ag ad ~ al os pltff from 

judgt o r Justice Darling, j ischarged, Middlesex, dated 
et 0, 1908 Dec 16 cic ; 

Theobald v Brettell appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 1, 1908, at trial before The Lord Chief 
Justice & a common jury, Birmingham Dec 16 

Morgan v Meadowcroft & Whatton appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, without a jury, Swansea, dated Dec 15, 1908 Dec 18 

Dent & Hellyer v Playfair & Toole appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
nigger Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 19, 1908 
Dec 1 

Lever Bros Id v Baines & Co ld appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 15, 1908, at trial before 
Mr Justice Coleridge & a special jury, Liverpool Dec 18 

Gaunt v Haley appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 5, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence and a special jury, Leeds Dec 18 

Modera v Barttelot appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 19 

Howes v Bishop & anr appln of deft, E M Bishop, for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 12, 1908, at trial 
before Mr Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 19 

Municipal Council of Sydney v Cook (Bull, 3rd Party) appl of pltfis 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated Oct 15, 1908 Dec 21 

Aktieselskavet ‘‘ Hekla’’ v Bryson, Jameson & Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec. 10, 
1908 Dec 23 

Rees v The Cardiff Channel Dry Dock and Pontoon Co ld appln of 
pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Dec 9, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, 
Swansea Dec 23 

Gordon v Jouques and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1908, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 24 


1909. 


Holwell Iron Co ld v Midland Ry Co (Railway and Canal Commission) 
appl of applicants from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, The 
Hon A E Gathorne Hardy and Sir James Woodhouse, dated 
Dec 9, 1908 (produce order) Jan 5 

Haurahan v Leigh-on-Sea Urban D C appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Bigham and Walton, dated Dec 10, 1908 Jan 5 

Taff Vale Ry Co v Spillers & Bakers ld_ appl of deft from judgt of 
bo — Ridley, without a jury, Cardiff, dated Dec 16, 190€ 
an 

Edward Gray & Co v Mountpark Steamship Co appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 19, 1908, at 
trial before Mr Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Liverpool Jan 18 

Rumbold v London County Council and anr appln of pltff for judg' 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt dated Oct 21, 1908, at 
trial before Mr Justice Sutton and a common jury, Middlesex Jan 20 

Woolner & Co v Baker appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Philli 
more, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 14, 1909 Jan 23 

Gray and anr v Stileman appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 12, 1909 Jan 26 

Kramer v Maisel & Co and Sobel appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
rege Channel, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 12, 1909 
an 

Aldridge & Co v Gread appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt dated Jan 18, 1909, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Sutton and a common jury, Middlesex Jan 26 

Burberrys v Sponneck-Mayer and anr  appln of The Countess of 
Sponneck-Mayer for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Jan 19, 1909, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a 
special jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by pltffs, dated Feb 23, 
1909 Jan 27 

Great Western Ry Co v Midland Ry Co (Railway and Canal Com- 
mission) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, The 
Hon A E Gathorne Hardy, and Sir James Woodhouse, dated Nov 
24, 1908 Jan 30 

Faulkner v Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld and anr appln of Watney 
Bg duet or «te on on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 

ah ies ‘ - . Me 

Middlecee ch, a ore Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, 

Pistintr v Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld and anr appln of deft, 
Jan ay SF pe Sed 1 trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Middleses ten aia efore Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, 

Weiss and Biheller v WT Davies appln of deft for judgt or new trial 

or appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 13, 1909, at trial before 

- t Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 1 

enkins vy The Daily News ld_ appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
M, appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 20, 1909, at trial before 
at ‘ Justice Sutton anda common jury, Middlesex Feb 2 
04 v¥ Amasis ld and anr appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

Jelf, dated Jan 14, 1909, jury discharged, Middlesex Feb 3 


judgt . 1 
of M ’ j pecial jur y i , 


The Hertfordshire County Council v Great Eastern Railway Co 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr. Justice Jelf (special case), dated 
Dec 19, 1909 Feb 4 

Pape v O’Driscoll appln of deft for jndgt or new trial on app! from 
verdict and judgment, dated Jan 2, 1909, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Feb 4 

Fevre & Cie v Findlay appl of deft from ju of Mr Justice 
Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 14, 1909 Feb 5 

Seal & anr v Kingston appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, 
dated Nov 24, 1908 Feb 9 

Munby & Nevile v Rodriquez appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated Jan 25, 1909 Feb 6 

Cato & anr v Ventnor Gas & Water Co appln of pltfis for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 5, 1909, at 
trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 11 

Louie Feist & ors (trading, &c) v Walkers, Parker & Co ld_ appl of 
pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated Nov 4, 1908 Feb 11 

Wing v London General Omnibus Co ld appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Bigham and Walton, dated Jan 27, 1909 Feb 13 

Nascimento v Demuth appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Sutton 
and a common jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 5, 1909 Feb 13 

Harvey v Samuel appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 6, 1909 Feb 15 

Jenkins v Picture Press ld appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1909, at trial before 
Mr Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 16 

Batcheller v Howard appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
Middlesex, dated Jan 28, 1909 Feb 16 

R A Dutson v W H Nephew & Co (Bristol District Registry) appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middle- 
sex, dated Jan 30, 1909 Feb 17 

Read & anr v Price & anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr.Justice 
Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 3, 1909 Feb 18 

South American Export Syndicate v Federal Steam Navigation Co 
appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Dec 21, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice Bray and a 
special jury, Middlesex Jan 21 

The South American Export Co & ors v The Federal Steam Naviga- 
tion Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray and a 
special jury, Middlésex, dated Jan 29, 1909 Feb 19 

Fisher v Tasker appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8. 1909, at trial before The Sheriff 
of Yorkshire Feb 22 Fisher v Tasker appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Pickford, dated March 4, 1909 (from Interlocutory List, 
by order) March 6 

Jones v Stott appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, 
without a jury, York, dated Jan 15, 1909 Feb 26 

Yreat Central Ry Co v Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co (Railway and 
Canal Commission) appl of applicants from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, The Hon A E Gathorne-Hardy and Sir James Wood- 
house, dated Dec 18, 1908 (s o not before May 10) Feb 26 

Danks v Sherek and Braff appln of defts for judet or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 12, 1909, at trial before 
The Lord Chief Justice and a common jury, Middlesex March 3 

Stevens v The Hudson Bay Co appl of respts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated Feb 19, 1909 March 4 

Scudder v L CC appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1909, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 4 

The Rosin and Turpentine Import Co v B Jacobs & Sons ld_ appl 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middle- 
sex, dated Feb 19, 1909 March 5 ~ 

Daniel v Great Northern Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt. dated Feb 24, 1909, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 6 

K G Thomas v Collins appl of deft from judgt of Justices Phillimore 
and Walton, dated Feb 26, 1909 March 6 

United Counties Theatres ld v W Durrant & ors appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1909, 
at cane Mee Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
March 

Maalschappij voor Radiotelegraphie v Marconi’s Wireless Telegraph 
Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated Feb 16 
1909 March 8 

Dixon v Blackpool and Fleetwood Tram Road Co appl of applicant 
from judgment of The Lord Chief Justice, President of Probate Divi- 
sion and Mr Justice Walton, dated Feb 15, 1909 March 11 

L Teller as F Lawrence v Welch (widow), and B Welch (widow) v 
L Teller and anr (by counter-claim) appln of B Welch for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 5, 1908, at 
trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
March 13 

G N Charlton v A N Pearson and anr appln of pltff for judgt or new 

trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1909, at trial 

before Mr Justice Jelf and a common jury, Nottingham Mareh 15 

Red R Steamship Co ld v Allatine Bros and ors appl of pitfis from 

indgment of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 

29, 1909 March 15 

Thomas v Collins apvl of pltff from judgt of Justices Phillimore and 

Walton, dated Feb 26, 1909 March 16 

The County of Durham Electrical Power Distribation Co ld v The 








Commrs of Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) ote of applts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Feb 26, 1 March 16 





- 
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J W Smith (Surveyor of Taxes) v The Lion Brewery Co ld (Revenue | 
Side) appl of respts from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Feb 19, 1909 March 17 

R Latter v Littlehampton Urban District Council A Latter v Same 
appl of pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, without a jury, 
Sussex, dated Feb 15, 1909 March 19 

Avis and anr v Tizard appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 4, 1909, at trial before Mr 
Justice Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex March 23 

McKelvie v Pilsley Colliery Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1909, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Derby March 26 

Ham Hill and Doulting Stone Co ld v Rees appl of deft Rees from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, without a jury, Taunton, dated March 
10, 1909 March 26 

E Bones v Wolseley Tool and Motor Car Co ld appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr. Justice Channell and a common jury, Birmingham, dated 
March 15, 1909 March 29 

Solomon Coleman v The National Benefit Trust ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex, 
dated March 24, 1909 March 30 

Roderiaklieselskabet ‘‘ Superior’’ vy Dewer & Webb appln of defts for 
judge or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 5, 
1909, at trial before Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex 

April 2 

J C Barker v The Right Hon the Earl of Mayo and ors appln of 
pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
March 25, 1909, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex April 2 ‘ 

Same v Same appln of deft, G D Simpson, for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 25, 1909, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex April 2 

Perkins v Mayor &c of Rawtenstall appl of pltff from judgt of The 
Lord Chief Justice (jury discharged), Lancaster, dated March 5, 
1909 April 3 

Masterman v Ropner & Sons ld_ appl of applicant from judgment of 
Justices Darling and Walton, dated March 4, 1909 April 5 

Christides Bros v T Bowen Rees & Co ld appl of defts from judg- 
ment of Mr Justice Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
March 30, 1909 April 6 

In re An Arbitration between The Press Assoc ld and The Exchange 
Telegraph Co ld appl of The Press Assoc ld from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated March 23, 1909 April 7 

Hillyer v The Mayor, Commonalty and Citizens of the City of London 
appln of pltff for judgt ot new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated March 29, 1909, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a 
special jury, Middlesex April 7 

Stephenson v Harley appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 26, 1909, at trial before Presiding 
Judge, Liverpool Court of Passage and a common jury, Liverpool 
April 7 

The Motor Car Emporium Id v De Dion Bouton ld and De Dion Bouton 
(1907) Id (point of Law) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated March 28, 1909 April 8 

In re Arbitration between Steel Bros & Co and Irving, Son & Co 
(special case) appl of Irving, Son & Co from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated March 27, 1909 April 8 

Parker v London General Omnibus Co ld appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Pickford, dated March 20, 1909 April 8 

Chislett v Macheth & Co Id appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Bigham and Walton, dated Feb 4, 1909 April 8 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1909. 


Cordova—1908—Folios 271 and 280 (Consolidated) The Owners of 
Steamship Codigearn v Owners of Steamship Cordova (damage) appl 
of defts from judgt of The President, dated Dec 3, 1908 Feb 6 

Corinthean—1908—Folios 398 and 399 (Consolidated) The Ulster 
Steampship Co ld v The Steamship Corinthean (damage) appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 11, 1909 
March 8 

Clan Macpherson—1908—Folio 605 The Owners and Crew of the 
ene yf Gauntlet v The Owners of the Vessel Clan Macpher- 
son, her Cargo and Freight (salvage) appl of pltfis from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 8, 1909 March 8 

Re th gy mg 181 ge v Clares Lighterage Co ld (damage) 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane 
March 18, 1909 March 31 : Lee 

Shira—1909—Folio 188 The Owners and Crew of the Steamship 
Indian v The Owners of the Steamship Shira, her Cargo and 
Freight (salvage) appl of pltffis from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave 
Deane, dated March 5, 1909 April 3 

Without Nautical Assessors, 


1908. 

August Leffler—1908—Folio 320 Thomas Drexbury (trading, &c) v 
The Owners of the Vessel August Leffler appl of defte from jud 

«sar aaa and Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Nov 18, 
ra 








1909 


Salvador—1908—Folio 561 Wilson, Sons & Co ld v Flanders (breach 
of contract) appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated March 1, 1909 March 11 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1908. 


In the Matter of an Arbitration between Messrs. Enoch & Song, 
Proprietors of St. James’ Hall and Vert Sinkins Concert Direc. 
tion ld and In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889 appl of 
Enoch & Sons from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated March 28, 
1908 (s o liberty to apply to restore) April 8 

Grant & Sons v Pickfords 1d appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated May 1, 1908 (s o liberty to restore) April 12 

Pouchon v Michel’s Composite Sleepers ld appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 6, 1908 (s o 7 days’ notice to restore) 


May 23 
1909. 


W Kennedy ld v Mayor, &c, of Barrow-in-Furness appl of pltfis 
from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Jan 20, 1909, part heard 
Jan 29 (s o for date to be arranged) Bie) 

Campbell and Handman v Erpingham Rural District Council appl 
of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Jan 15, 1909 
Jan 29 (part heard before Vaughan Williams, Buckley and 
Kennedy, LJJ) 

Blackwell & Co v Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the Borough 
of Derby appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
Jan 27, 1909 Feb 10 (s o till Judgment given in No 4 

Attorney-Gen (on relation, &c, Marquess of Salisbury) v Barnet 
District Gas and Water Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Hamilton, dated Feb 22, 1909 March 3 (first Interlocutory day) 

Curtis v Eyre & ors appl of deft, Eyre, from order of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated March 1, 1909 March 15 

The Electrical Co Id v Oliver H Thomas, Son & Co Same v Same 
(consolidated by order, dated March 4, 1909) appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Walton, dated March 22, 1909 March 30 

Burr v Smith & ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 23, 1909 April 2 (s o not before April 28) ; 

Carpenter v Labouchere appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated March 26, 1909 April 6 : 

Tighe v Radstock & ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated April 2, 1909 ‘April 7 sna 

Turner v Walsh appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Channel, 
dated March 26, 1909 April 8 

Companhia de Mineraco no Brazil v Darwen and Mostyn Iron Co ld 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Pickford, dated April 5, 1909 
April 8 

Hall v Arthur appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
April 5, 1909 April 8 

In re The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 


1909. 

Donnelly (widow) and ors v Owners of Ship Vedamore appl of appli- 
cants from award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated 
Jan 4, 1909 (security ordered) Jan 12 

Gallager v Crossfield & Co appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Barrow-in-Furness and Ulverston), dated Jan 22, 
1909 Feb 12 

Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co v Horna appeal of respts from 
award of County Court (Lancashire, Haslingden), dated Feb 4, 1909 

Feb 25 

Charles v Walker 1d appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Barnet), dated Feb 23, 1909 (security ordered) March 16 

Marks v Carne appl of applicant from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Wandsworth), dated March 15, 1909 March 24 

Wenlock Brewery Co ld v Bridger appl of respt from award of 
County Court’ (Middlesex, Clerkenwell), ‘dated March 6, 198 
March 26 . F 

Ruthven v Swan Hunter and Wigham Richardson ld appl of appli- 
cant from award of County Court (Northumberland, North Shields), 
dated March 11, 1909 March 27 

Wilkinson v Fordingham Iron and Steel Co appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Lincolnshire, Brigg), dated March 8, 1909 
March 27 

McLean and Wife v The Moss Bay Iron and Steel Co ld appl of 
respts from award of County Court (Cumberland, Whitehaven, dated 
March 13, 1909 March 31 

Squires v Guest, Keen & Nettlefolds ld appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Monmouthshire, Newport), dated March 11, 1909 
April 1 

Bawdl v Gilbert appl of applicant from award of County Court 
Worcestershire, Pershore), dated March 18, 1909 April 3 

Whelan v Great Northern Steam Shipping Co ld appl of applicant 
from award of County Court (Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull), da 
March 30, 1909 April 6 

Ystradowen Colliery Co ld v Griffiths appl of respt from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Neath and Aberavon), dated Mareh 
19, 1909 April 7 


N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &., set down to April 6th, 1909, 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


May 3.—Messrs. Repseecx Bros,, at the ang Sale Room, Gervis-chambers. 
Bournemouth, at 3: Freehold Estate, Ground-Rents, (see advertisement, back page, 
) 24). 

= ry Boocxtarp & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Shop Property (see 
advertisement, p. iii, April 24). 

May 4.—Messrs. Fizup, Sons & Guasrer, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Warehouses, 
Groand-Rents, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 5.—Mesers, Epwiy Fox & Bousrigxp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents 
(see advertisement, back page, April 24}. 

May 5.—Mr. _ Hersey, at ths Mart, at 2: Residences (see advertisement, 

k page, A le 

23 £ ianears, H. E. Foster & Cranrizup, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Rever- 
gions, Reversions, Life Interest, Annuity, Policies of Assurance, Shares, &c. (see 
advertisement, back page, this week), 

May 7.—Meesrs. Horne & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Business Premises and 
Family Residence (ece advertisement, back page, April 17). 

.—Messrs. Batant & Sow, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leagehold Premises 
(see adveriisement, p. iii, April 24). 
10.—Mesers. 8. H. Davros & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property and 

Residence (see advertisement, back page, A 24). 

May 11.—Mesars, Depen nam, Tewson, Ricuarpson & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Building Site (see advertisement, back page, April 24). 

May 12.—Messrs. Epwis Fox & Bousrizcp, at the Mart, at 2: Shares (see advertise- 
ment, back page, April 12 and 24). 

May 12.—Mesers. TroLtorg, at the Mart, at 2: Town Mansion and Freehold Estate 
(see advertisement, back page, April 24). 

Mey 19.—Messrs. Davin Bursar, Son, & Bappgtey, atthe Mart: Freehold and Lease- 
hold vroperties, Land, &c. (see advertise . ent, p. iii, this week). 

May 20.—Messrs. Er.oaet, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Ground-Rents (eee advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

May 25.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Factory (see 
aivertisement, p. iii, this week). 

Messrs. 8. WALKER & Son, at the Mart: Freehold Ground-Rents and Properties (see 
advertisement, back page, March 13) at early date. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Faivay, April 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourrep in Caanorry. 

Avaican Diamoyp Daeparine Syypicars, Liurrep -OCreditors are required, on or before 
June 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of tne debts or claims, 
= a James Austin, 62, London wail. Woolf & Co, Abchurch In, solors for 

iquidator 

AnGLo-Catrrorn14n Banx, Liuttep—The above company having entered into a scheme 
for amalgamation with the London Paris National Bank of San Francisco, creditors 
are en on or before June 1, to send their names and addresses, and the 

= s of their debts or claims, to Lewis & Yglesias, Old Jewry, solors for 
qui rs 

Bzavrort Gas Lieut Co, Limi1rzp—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, tosend 
their names and addressee, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Kenrick Cole, Arlington chmbra, Newport, Mon, liq 

Bennett (1907), Limrrep—Oreditors are required, on or before May 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert Edward 
Tilley, 8, Staple inn, liquidator 

Carmo ALEXANDRIA AND GuNERAL Lawn Agency, Liwirep—OCreditors are required, on 
or before June 10, torend their names and addr and the particulars of their 
rebdts or claims, to Thomas Frederic Stevens, 57}, old Broad st. Norton & Uo, Old 
Broad st, solors to liquidator 

Giveietr, Son, & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 6, directed to 
be heard May 4, James & Co, 134, Fore st, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 3 

Gaanapa Sreamsurr Co, Limirep (1x Ligurpatron) —Creditors are required, on or 
before June 4, to send theic names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
and claims to William Leach Jackson, May bidgs, North John st, Liverpool. 
sons & Vo, Liverpool, solors for the hquidator 

IntkanationaAL Lapres’ Tatbors aNpD Furriers, Limirep—Petn for winding up, 
pre-euted April 7, airected to be heard May 4. Cannon & Son, Wool Exchange, 
Coleman st, solors for the petnere. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternooa of May 3. 

Joun Bui, Limirep -Petn tor winding up, presented April 7, directed to be heard 
May 4. Aaler & Perowne, 15, Vopthall ay, s.lors for the petnera. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abo7e-namea not later than 6 o’clock in tne afternoon of 3 

Jouy Buxt Ivvxetwent Trust AyD AGency, Limrrgo—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 16, dwrectea to be heard on Muy 4, Morley & Oo, Gresham House, Old Broad 
st, solorator pecner, Not’ce of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in tne afte: noon of May 3 

Mouwr Mit Co, Limrrgp—Creditors are required, on or before May 29, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to F. A. Bar- 
gteaves, 7, Grimshaw et, Burnley, liquiaator 

P, & H. Lewis, Limitzo—Petn for winaing up, presented April 19, directed to be heard 
aL Court House, Mag:strates’ Room, Bangor, on May 17, at 2.30, Thompson, Liver- 
poo’, solor to petner. Notice of a ng must ieach the above-named not later 
toan 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 15 

Rictre Deatwacx Co, Limvrep (Is LiQuipaTIoN)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Archibald Charles Binny Douglas, liquidator 

Rocxwatt-Wanasm Co, Lrmirep—Petn fo: winding up, presented April 20, directed to 
be beard May 4, McKenna & Oo, 31/34, Basinghall ‘st. Notice of appearing must 

ne the above-named not later than 6 o clock ia the afternoon of May 3 

SYBNDALE Vatugy Taamways Oo, Limirep—Creaitors are required, on or before 
. 36, hg eee Siete , eae and abteeesa, and tne particulars of their debts or 
. pbott, 6: racechurch st. Facto 
aolors for the liquidate t, 61, Robinson & Co, heap, 


London Gasette.—Turspay, April 27. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS, 
Luurtep rim Omancery, 

0. & E. Gear, Limrrap—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, to send their 
Hames and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Robert Hope 
eee, Queen st, Wolverhampton. Jaques & Sons, Birmingham, soiors for 

Ease Kent Praservine Co, Limnirep — Creditors are required, on or before June 26, 
} Send their names and addresses, and tLe particulars of their debts or claims, 

z Oscer Berry, Monument House, Monument aq 
ASTERN Eirorkicat Synpicarz, Limrrep (tw Liqurpatton)—Oreditors are oe 
fetes Bane 36, bo cond uur name cad ofarenes, ond the pasciontnce their 

ebte or claims, to William Henry Stentiford, 1, Broad st p}, liquidator 





ec 4 ete — pp nae get pa Sate or dalam, 
une 15, to sen names and a or 

te Samuel George 43, Finsbury eq. Cartwright & Cunningham, Pater: 
noster row, solors for the 


Greater Lonpon Prorgrty itors are required, on or before June 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Branch, 26, Cheapside, liquidator 

J. Came, Limirep—Pretn for win "P presented April 20, directed to be heard at 
the Town Hal', Great Y: . May 13, OF boy ge & Talbot, Great 


Yarmouth, solors to the petners ; London agents, Dubois & Co, Pancras lane Notice 
¢ SiG ND SORES EO GRANS SEEN SHE WE SES SUE 
iy 


J. Devates & Sons, Liuxrtrep—Craditors are required, on or before May 17, to send their 
names and addrerses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Francis 
Whinney, 32, 0 d Jewry. Styer, Fenchurch et, solor for yo oe 

Pescy CO, James & Co, Limirgp—OCreditors are required, on or before June 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. L. 
Warmsley, 20, Richmond ter, Blackburn, Mason & Moore Datton, Chester, solors 
for the liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dax or Cia. 
London Gagette.—Fxivax, April 23. 


Man try, Emma Perrin, Eastbourne, Hotel Jure 2 Manley v Thorowgood, 
Swinfen Eady, J Clowes, Serjeants’ inn, ‘temple ‘ 

ame he | Sxpyey, Eltham, Kent May 28 Mason v Mason, Eve, J Giles, 

Prorueroz, ALEXaNDEx, Handsworth, Stafford, Bank Manager May 28 Parkes v 
Protheroe, Warrington, J Mitchell, Birmingham , 

Londm Gazette.—Touxspay, April 27. 

Hict. Jaxx, Bickerton rd, Islington June 1 Healey v Maclaren, Master Hulbert 
Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsb ry 

Starrer, James Tutrox, Long acre, Coachbuilder May 28 Barker v Slatter and 
Another, Warrington, J Barker & Co, Bedford row ‘ 

Smire, Sanam Frence, Pag ed Aston, nr Newport, Salop May 28 Smith v Smith 
Wi »J Laddle, Newport 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 23. 
Aprauams, Apeiaipe, Graham rd, Dalston May18 Ashbridge, Fenchurch st 
AnsEiL, Harrist, enya May 31 Large & Major, Leamington 5 
ArrenBuRnouGs, CHARLES Rosert, Nottingham May 26 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
Ayres, James, Birmingham June 4 ‘Stoadard, ingham 
Bamrosp, Jouy, Rochaale May 31 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
Besonixe, AnnE Mania, Dover May 19 Mowll & Mowill, Dover 
Beck, KuizaBera Ann, Jarrow May 2i Hannay & Co, South Shields 
Bowcock, Lucy Hasyau, Southport May 24 Worden & Ashi Southport 
Breeze, Joun, Hinckshay, Dawley, Selop May 27 —_ > tington, Salop 
Barrcner, WiLL1am, Tonbridge, it Merchant May 28 ardley & Co, Tonbridge 
Broapvey, Ereaxor Saran, Sloane Terracemant May 25 Wade, 8t Helens pl 
Baowy, Jony, 4 Conquest, Beds, Farmer vy Sag Mitchell, Bedford 
Bucuanan, Mary, Birkdale, Lancs May 1 Brown & Co, Southport 
Burxtox, WILLIAM, Saibouse, Norfolk May 31 Birch & Co, 
CampsE.t, WiLL1amM, Huntingdon June 11 Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 
CuanpuEr, Mania, Pendleton, Lancs Junel A w & Co, Manchester 
Cuanninc, Mary Ann, Tiverton June 1 Fisher, Tiverton, Devon 
Cuayton, Joun, Tankersley, York, Coal Factor May 31 & Sons, Barnsley 
Co.sy, Ross Isapetua Exizasetn, New Church st, May 1 W H Boyd, 
Ballymacool Letterkenny 
Cumxise, Col Wituram Goroox, CIE, Charleville. mans, West Kensington Jane 7 
Balderston & Warrens, Bedford row 
Daguixe-Barker, Susannan, Cambridge st May 22 Aldridge & Co, Bedford row 
Davis, Wi.u14M, Watford, Butcher May24 Arnold, Watford 
Day, Right — Sir Joux Cuarcas Faepenic Sicismenp, Newbury, Berks May 26 Stone 
Jo, Ba : 4 
Dertay, Caro.ing, Palace gt, Kensington May 20 Edell & Co, King st, Caeapside 
D'Oxty, Geoucs Haxrorp, Elvastun pl, Queen's gate Junel Dimond & Son, Welbeck 
st, Cavendish sq 
pore, a Newcastle upon Tyae, Licensed Victualler May 31 Chapman, North 
1elds 
Ercuge, Cuartes Jerrery, Bottesford, Leicester June 2 Brooks & Heller, Upper 
‘Lhames st 
Gitpeet, Samurt Haray, Finborough ri, West Brompton, Hotel Porter May 8 
Pheasant, Duke st 
Hatt, Ann, New Cross rd, Deptford May 22 Charles, Copthall av 
Hat, Ciay, Nottingham, Ironmonger, May 24 Wells & Hiad, Nottingham 
Harpcastie, Isanette Witkins, Kensington Palace mans, Kensimgwn May 20 
Croft & Mortimer, Coleman st ‘ 
Haaats, Harry Heaperr, Seaton, Devon, Grocar May 14 Tweed & Son, Honiton 
Harais, James, Nancekuke, May6 Row:e, ith 
Haart, Mary, Nottingham May 3i Wells & Hind, Notangham ’ 
Hueues, Rev Henay Pumur Wituiam, Q , Australia Jane 3 Smith & Co 
Aber) stwyth 
Hontixy, Witiiam James, Hastings May 29 Pead, Bexhill ; 
Jonzs, MaRG@aREt, lands rd, Paddington May 24 Daniell & Glover, Great Win- 


st 
Journner, Lea Jucietre, Union st, Blackfriars rd May 21 Burton & Son, Blackfriars rt 
Krstxvu-Cornisn, the kt Rev Ropert Kesraur, DD, Heavitree, Exeter Jane 6 Dun- 


ning & Co, Honiton 5 
i Blnditeh, Manchester 


Levcuars, Wittiam, Wimbledon Common June 1 

Macacring, Rev Cuanves Scort, Manchester June8 Hildi 

Motepess, Joux, Malmesbury rd, Bow, Draper’s Manager May 24 Preston, Bishopsgate 
ithout 

Mcwaveur, Wiitiam, Wigan, May 20 Gibson, Wigan 

Maatix, Daviy Baensawtn Wane Doteheente. Dra Junel White, Colchester 

Mussenorr, Many Anne, wich | 5 ing & Cloke, Sandwich 

Mityxa, Louisa, Shrewsbury May 28 Hughes, Shrewsbury 

Sirrves, Bn os ge Wellingborough, Northampton May 31 Heygate & James, 

Moxox, po Euizanera, Bedfont May 25 Sherrard & Sons, Gresham st 

Munn, Faepenicx, Worcester May ae & Bons, Worcester : 

areas, Jaman, Whitton, nr Hounslow June 4 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ inn, 


Mumo, Jouy, Gateshead 21 Lambert, Newcastle on Tyne 
jy “An: ores | May 21 wa Ronwaat ope Tyze 
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Poynter, Jonx Hane, Abbottsbury, Dorset June 1 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil, Somer- 


set 
Scuwam, Haxxs Caristrax, Albany rd, Camberwell, Dentist May 21 Burton & Sons, 
ckfriars 
Sagpuargp, Beatrice, Hove May24 Chapman & Co, Dover st 
Sueipos, Matraias, Tipton, Staffs May 31 Slater & Co, Darlaston 
Sincuate, Peter, Addison rd, Kensiogton May 23 King, Ironmonger In 
SPackmaw, Tuomas Epmoxp, South Kensington Hotel May 31 Collyer & Co, Bedford 


row 
Stewart, Georct, Belvedere rd, Lambeth, Metal Merchant May 31 Greenop & Co, 
Cullum st 


Srazet, Hexry Witt1m, Brixton hill, Printer May3i Gray & Co, Stapleinn 

Suuuy, Apiaatt, Purley May 12 Booth & Co, Victoria Embankment 

Swisrorp, James Surra, Basingstoke Junei Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Tuomas, Matrurw, Cardiff May10 Forsdike, Cardiff 

Tom.tssox, Evex, Clifton, Bristol June4 Willway, Bristol 

Tarseper, Saran, Cheltenham June7 Joyrnson, Liverpool 

Tuoay, Jonw Fraxcts, Brighton May 20 Adams & Adams, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Twerppae, Wittiam ALEXANDER, Maida Vale May 31 Button & Co, Covent gdo 

Vauwey, Franxces, Fountayne rd, Stoke Newington May 20 Beckingsale & Co, Stoke 
Newington rd 

Wrtp, Peter, Monton nr Manchester May 31 Bowden, Manchester 

Wruiams, Betsey Axy Buarow, Lee, Lewisham Mayi19 Pedley & Co, Bush In 

Wruu1s, Joszra, Granville rd, Childs Hill May 20 Lendon & Carpenter, Budge row 

Witsox, Coaevotte Mary, Warminster, Wilts May 19 Partridge & Wilson, Bury St 
Edmunis 

Worr, Eurtra Marattpr, Stroud Common, Surrey Junel Gasquet & Co, Mincing In 


London Gazette.— Turspay, April 27. 
Attzy, Jons, Ixworth, Suffolk May 12 Bankes & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
Anpersox, Jonx, Sheffield May17 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Batxes, Harrier, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston May 8 Goodier, Preston 
Bay ty, Louisa Miry, Cambridge mans, Battersea Park June 7 ‘[yler Clement’s inn 
Beater, Pair Suits, Farnborough June 9 Hubbard, Bloomsbury sq 
Brcxerr, Jonx Henry, Manchester, Shoe Manufacturer June 8 Heath & fons, 


anchester 
Berniver, James, Sibbertoft, Northampton, Farmer May 2} Douglas, Market Har- 
Bernvusz, Rev Axovs, Seaham, Durham May 27 Ellis, Sunderland 


Bowen, Hewry Caances, Walsall, Horse Ciothing Manufacturer June8 JN& EA 


Cotterell, Walsall 
Bucxtey, Saran, Urmston, nr Manchester May 26 Lea, Manchester 


Burt, Feepesicxk Taomas, Vincent sq July 24 Gibson & Co, Portugal st bldgs, | 


Lincoln's inn 

Crecuitt, Hexzy Harptse Waryer, Wimpole st May 25 Moon & Co, Lincoln's inn 
fields 

Coxxetr, Wit1i1am Joux, Chard, Somerset, Draper May 8 Thomas & Reade, Chard 


Coon, Hetey Louisa, Stockport May 22 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Cox, Zeses Heres #iaicia Jessiz, Weymouth June 10 Lawrenc2 & Co, New sq, 











Day, Gneen Freperick, Droylsden, Lancs, Farmer June 5 Whitworth, Ashton under 


yne 

Dopasoy, Jony, Cockermouth, Cumberland May 22 Hayton & Co, Cockermouth 

Eassy, Evizanetn Jane, Ormesby, Yorks May 20 Punch & Robson, Middlesbrough 

Eastuent, Joun WIitiot, Midhurst, Sussex, Medical Practitioner May 21 Louch & Co, 
Langport, Somerset 

aes ames, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Tailor May 25 Wright & Co, Seaham 

arbour 

Gooca, Jutta, Lowestoft May 31 Ellen & Co, Lowestoft 

Hieuam, Jamxs, Stretford, Lancs June 8 Heath & Sons, Manchester 

Houcanp, Josern, Manchester, Pipe Manufacturer June 8 Heath & Sons, Manchester 

Hucsert, Fanny, Waterlooville, Hants May 31 Metcalfe & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s ing 

Kexx, Wituam, Elmhurst mans, Clapham June 1 Ingpen & Armitage, South sq, Gray's 
ina 

Kewsyon, James, Manchester, Engineer's Factor May 29 Gardner & Son, Manche ter 

Kise, Sir Dupury Gorpow ALAn Duckworrs, Wear House, nr Exeter May 22 Dawes 
& Sons, Aste et, Throgmorton st 

Kirk, a ona Old Trafford, nr Manchester, Railway Station Master May 22 Rowland, 

nchester 

Lracu, Jonn Georer, Hallam st, Portland pl May 24 Currie & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

LEATHERBAREOW, JosEPH, Stretford, Lancs, Potato Salesman June 8 Heath & Bons, 
Manchester 

Mityg, Avy, Liverpool May15 W-ightman & Co, epee 

Nurtixe, Henry Corneuius, East Barnet, Wholesale Seed Merchant May 25 Moon & 
Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Penwincrota, Cnartes Esernarpt, Bradford, Music Seller May 15 Ratcliffe & Green. 
wood, Bradford 

Pickup, James, Haslingden, Lancs, Farmer June12 Whitaker & Co, Haslingden 

Pomrret, E.uen, Preston, Lancs May 31 Finch & Co, Preston 

Keira, Anxte Stuart, Wroughton, Wilts May %5 Kinneir & Co, Swindon 

Rexwoips, Wit1aM, Baltonsborough, Scmerset, Yeoman May 15 Reed & Reed, Bridg. 
water 

Scort, Taomas Water, Chepstow pl, Bayswater, Commercial Traveller May 30 Randall 

n, Copthall bldgs 

Ssarro, Any, Hoo Hill, nr Blackpool May 20 Sims & Syms, Manchester 

Suarro, Witt1am James, Churchtown, Southport May 20 Sims & Syms, Manchester 

Swan, ged ne Prudhoe Hall, Northumberland May 25 Ryott & Swan, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Tivxer, Sevina, Manchester May 29 Rhodes, Manchester 

Torr, Henry, Liverpool May 31 McGowen & Son, Liverpool 

Watkes, Harry Wates, Leeds, Grocer May 31 Peckover & Scriven, Leeds 

Warson, WittiaM, Regent st June 1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset et, Portman sq 

Wicerxs, Wittiam, Draugton, Northampton, Farmer May 17 J & C Markham, North- 


ampton 
babes ~~ Freverick, Dulverton, Somerset July 1 Adams & Adams, Clement's inn 
Witsow, Dantet, Shillington, Beds, Wheelwright May14 Wade, Hitchin, Herts 


Woop, James Marke, Liverpool, Merchant June10 Alsop &Co, Liverpool 
Woops, Manta, Elsham rd, Kensington June 7 Tyler, Ciement’s inn 





Lincoln's inn 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivar, April 23. 
RECELVING ORDERS. 

Ackaorp, Fespreicx, Hartlepool, Innkeeper F£underland 
Pet April?0 Ora April 20 

Avstis-Lzien, AytHosy, Denbigh st, Pimlico, Actor High 
Court Pet Jan 2 Ord April 20 

Bamuzy, Feascss Wii1iam Hewary, Bristol, Decorator 
Bristol Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Bazrgtt, Huxey James, Bedford Park, Chiswick, Builder 
Brentford Pet Mar 23 Ord April }9 

Beckett, W. King st. Hsmmeremith, Diaper High Court 
Pet April15 Ord April 17 

Brows, mimMm Caries, Chiswick, Provision Dealer 

Pet Mar 30 Ord April 19 

Camis, Aspee Mreszexa, Sandringham bidgs, Charing Cross 
rd, Tailor High Court Pet Mar20 Ord April 19 

Cravex, Fezp, Headingley, Leeds, Insurance Company 
Manager Leeds Pet Mar9 Ord April 19 

Catrrze, Riowagp, St John st, Smithfield, Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Mar5 Ord April 19 

Ccpsy, Cnartzs G, Broad ct chmbrs, Bow st, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Jan2i Ord April 20 

Davies, Gzosoz, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Haulier Car- 
marthen Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Evass, Wictiam Lewis, Croft-yr-hasidd, L’antri«ant, Glam, 
Farmer Pontypridd Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Ersorr, Georcr, St Albans, Butcher's Manager St Albans 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Fasznzsp & Co, York st, Twickenham, Billiard Table 
Makers Brentford Pet Mar 22 Ord April 19 

Pisueves, Wiii1am, Yeadon, York, Wheeiwright Leeds 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Feurpuax, Geeatp, Marylebone rd, Motor Agent High 
Coart Pet Febi11 Ord April 16 

Hasusttox, Cuazies Eowaep, let gins, Ravenscourt pk, 
Theatrical Maneger High Court Pet April 19 Urd 


April 19 
Haseivoros, Mavzicez Paice, Sefton pk, Liverpool, Clerk 
Liverpool Pet April 21 Ord April 2! 
Hestisetos, Koveet, Penrith. Camberland, Fishmonger, 
Carlisle PetAprii7 Ord April 21 
Jowns, Naout, Blaenau Festineng, Merioneth Portmadoc 
19 Ord April 19 
Joxes, m414am, Penllwya, Liandewibrefi, Cardigan, 
Parmer Carmathen Pet Mar 29 Ord April 20 
Macpowaty, Fervunsce, Old #, Manufacturer of Cycles 
Court Pet April7 O1d April 21 
Pasues, Jous Hexecr, Landport, Port th, Ham Par- 
veyor Portemouth Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Pasxes, Writsu, Small Heath, Birmivgham, Pawn- 
broker Birmingham Pet April21 Ord April 21 
Pasat, Beesacv, Mhyi, Flint, Hay Merchact Bangor 
Pt A 7 Ord April 21 
P miisau Heser, Camborne, Cornwall, Tobac- 
“Monit Traso Pet April 6 Ord April 20 
Pawsurs, Atrezp, & ard, Notting bill, Commission 
Bigh Court Pet April Zi Ord April 21 
Pier, Soearne Srexces, Kingston upon Hull, 
Paper 


® Agent Kingston upon Pet Mar 





Pet April 20 Ord April 


es Astave Tnonss, Leicecter, Huds Publisher, 


Canis, Axpae Messena 


WaiGtey, Beataice Lovuiss, Inverness ter, Bayswater May 31 Whitehead 
Davies, Aysz, Newport, Mon May 31 L'oyd & Pratt, Newport,Mon } Victoria st ; Kaien . . Co 








Pursctove, JowaTnHax, Dunchurch, Warwick, Builder 

Coventry Pet April19 Ord April 19 
1pLey, Jonx Gerorcr, Middlesbrough, Shipping Clerk 

Middlesbrough Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

fournaM, Herpert Ropert Hewey, Shrewsbury, Wine 
Merchant Shrewsbury Pet April8 Ord April 21 

Sripstoy, Samuet, Palm Cross Green, Modbury, Devon 
Plymouth Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Tuomas, Epwarp, St. Helen’s, Lancs, Lodging House 
Keeper Liverpool Pet April21 Ord April 21 

Wapr, Atrrep, 8t Helens, I of W, Yacht Builder New- 
port Pet April6 Ord April 17 

Watkins, Wittiam Grorce, Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Wricut, Fraxx Tuomas, Balham High rd, Balham, 
Butcher Wandsworth Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Yates, Emmaxvet, Wath on Dern, Rotherham, Yorks, 
Fish Dealer Halifax Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Yates, Jonys, Keighley, Yorks, Accountant Bradford 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 23: 


Carss. Witt1aM Rozert, Portsmouth, Corset Manufacturer 
Portsmouth Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Wretzy James, Forest Town, Mansfield Weod- 
house, Notts, Picture Frame ufacturer May 4 at 
11 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingbam 

Avstin-Lzicn, AsTHORY, bigh st, Pimlico, actor May 
6 atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Barxarp, BW & Co, Leigh on Bea, Essex, Bakers May 3 
at 12 14, Bedford row 

Beckett, W, King st, Hammersmith, Draper May 3 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Beraxt, Ferpericxk Wiii1am, Hackford rd, Brixton, Music 
Hall Artist May 4 at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Boss, Hezsvert Atrazp, Norwich, Travelling Hawker 
Maylat 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, N h 

Charing Cross rd, Tailor May 4 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Comer, Hever 1LKixs, Halse, Puthooanten, Farm 
Bailiff May 1 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxf 

Covestny, C J, 8t Leonards on Sean May 1 at 11.45 Off 
Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Caaves, Farp, Headingley, Leeds, Insurance Company 
aos May 4 at 11 Off Rec, 2, Bond st 
reds 

Catree, Ricuarp, & John’s st, Smithfie!d, Manufacturer 
May 6at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Couper, Cuagves G, Broad court chmbrs, Bow st, Solicitor 
May 6 at 12 Bankruptcy blégs, Oarey st 

Cupmoun, Lewis Atvexut, Great Torrington, Devon, 
Tailor May Zat3 94, High st, Barnstaple 

Daurten, Cuautes Hassett, Capel, Kent, Farmer May 3 
atil Bridge Hotel, Tun e We 

Dowimsox, Cuantaus Punctvar, Middleabr » Insarance 
Agent Ms 4at 11.80 Of Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert 
rd, vf 

Evans, Wistau eR Croft yr Ha'ldd, [Jnotricent, 

Glam, Farmer May 4 st 11 Off Rec, P Office 

chmabrs, Pontypridd 





Fisnpurn, Wirtiam, Yeadon, Yorks, Wheelwright May4 
at 11.380 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Frerepmay, Grracp, Great Central Hotel, Marylebone mi, 
Motor Agent May 4at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gray, Awniz, Huddersfield, Publican May 3 at 11 Off 
Kec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Guice, Grorcz Tuomas, Dunstable, Commission Agent 
May3ati2 Off Bec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Hacusg, Atrrep, Middlesbrough, Tripe Dresser May 4at 
12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Hamittoy, Cxartzs Epwarp, Hamlet gdns, Ravenscourt 
Park, Theatrical Manager May 4 at 2.30 Bankruptey 
b'dgs, Carey st 

Hoarz, Epwarp, Southal], Publican May 4 at 12 Off 
Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Jacos, Harsy, Northamptor, Tobacconist May 1 at 11.90 
Off Ree, —— st, Northampton 

Jeskin, Mania Buizaseta, Treviades Mill, Constantine, 
Cornwall, Miller May 1 at 3 Off Rec, Old Miners 
Bank, Truro 

Jowzs, Witt1am, Edmonton MaySat 3 14, Bedford row 

Joxzs, Wiiiam, Upper Farm, Kimbolton, Hereford, 
Farmer Maylati12 2, Offa st, Hereford 

KyicuT, Macors Louisa, Machynlleth, Montgomery, Hotel 
Keeper May1i at 11 Wynnstay Hotel, Machynlleth 

Moreison, James, Portdinorwic, Carnarvon, Baker 
May 3 at 12 chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Mount, Epwarp Hanry, Dover, Grocer May 1 at 10.80 
Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Parker, Joun Henry, ny vag Portsmouth, Beef 
Purveyor May3at3 Off , Cambridge junction, 
High et, Portsmouth 

Pots, Artraur Tuomas, Leicester, Dealer in Musical 
Instruments May 4 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Leicester . 

Ritey, Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Plumber May 1 at 11 
Off Rec, 47, Full et, Derby 

RirLey, Jonw Garoran, Middlesbrough, Yorks, Shipping 
Clerk Mar11 at 11.380 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, A! 
rd, Middlesb h 

Suanr, Freperick, Great Oakley, Essex, Grocer May 7 at 
2 Cups 8 Colchester 


Suits, Hagey, Barrow, Chester, Farmer May 8 at 11.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Snoparass, ALryaep Epwarp, Ridgmount gdns, Gower st, 
Journalist May8at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Sovrnam, Heapesr Ropeat Heway, Shrewsbury, Wine 
Merchant May 7 at 12 Lower Room, Music Hall, 


Tusaxer, Horace, Hevizry™ Watson Piowtes, and 
Jossrn Srorpanp, Morley, Yorks May 8 at 2.30 
Rec, Bank chmpbrs, tion st, Dewsbury : 

Wisma, Jonx, Argoedfawr, Talyboot, Cardigan, 
Farmer May 6 at4 Towohall, Aberystwyth 

Witt1sms, THO» a6, Beurctee. Denbigh, Butcher May 3 


at 12.30 Crypt montaate row, Chester 
Watourt, Faawk Thomas, Balham, Butcher May 8 at 11.90 
182, York rd, Westminster B: 


Yarus, Bumancer, Wath on Dern, Rotherham, ee 
re Doe May 3 at 10.45 County Court, Pres 


Yares, Jenemtan Eovent, Coventry, Motor Engineer May 
8 at 12 Off Reo, 8, High st, Coventry 
Yarxs, Joun, Keighley, Yorks, Accountant May 3 at 9 


Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
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ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING OBDER 
RESCINDED, AND PETITION DISMISSED. 
Prarszr, Hexry Enrxest, Wymering mans, Elgin av, 
High Court Pet Mor 17,1908 Ree Ord July 1,1908 

Adjud July 29,19¢8 Annul April 14, 1909 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acxroyvp, Frepsrtck, Hartlepool, a ged Innkeeper 
Sunderland Pet april20 Ord April 

Baney, Feaxcis WittiaM Henry, ot Andrew" 's, Bristol, 
Decorator Bristol Pet Aprili9 Ord April 19 

Buronore, Wa.Tee Epoar, Smethwick, staffs, Tailor 

West Bromwich Pet Mar 22 Ord April 21 

Canss, WiLL14M Roseat, Portemouth, Corset Manufacturer 
Portsmouth Pet Mar3 Ord April 16 

Comps, Hepiey Wirkins, Halse, Northampton, Farm 
Bailiff Banbi Pet April 14 Ord Aprii 21 Brooman, Fraxx Bowss, Westcliffe on Sea, Eseex Chelms- 

» Manufacturer ford Pet April 24 Ord A; 

Bureows, MarsHats Victor, Kushden, Northampton, Boot 

Manufacturer Northampton Pet Mar 12 Ord April 


24 
Campion, Atrarp Eryest, Burnley, Painter Burnley Pet 


Loxdon Gazette.—Turepay, April 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


CuIPER, om t Jobn st, Smithfield 
High Co Pet Mar 5 Ord April 19 

CroziEe, Captain Frank P, Colvilie mansions, Powis sq 
Bayswater, Army Captain High Court Pet Feb * 


Ord April 19 
panne, Govess, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Haulier Carmar- April 22 Ord April 22 
then Pet April2t Ord April 21 Carson, Murray, Kea ct, Tatefield, Surrey, Actor Croydon 


Pet Aprili Ord aga 
CuamBers, WILLIAM hog rg Hoxton st, Licensed 
Victualler High Co Pet Mari8 Ord April 23 
Coz, CHaries, and ih, Cor, Brantham, Suffolk, 
Farmers Ipswich Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Couey, Daarp, chort at, ~ 1 we Poulterer High Court 


Evans, Witi1aM Lewis, Croft yr haidd, Llantrisant, Glam, 
Farmer Pontypridd Pet April 19 Ord April ig 
Eysort, Grora, Clarence Park, St Albans, Butcher’s 
Manager St Albans Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
as yt Wiiu1am, Yeadon, Yorks, Wheelwright Leeds 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Hamuton, Coagntes Epwarp, Hamlet gdns, Ravenscourt Pet April23 Ord Apri 
Park, Theatrical Manager’ High Court Pet April 19 mes Anrath, Wells Noi folk, Tailor Norwich 
Ord april 19 P 
Seameme Seue Anaus Lusuineton Moors, Gray's inn sq, | Forstsr, Joun Marks, a Furniture Dealer Leeds 
journalist High Court Pet Dee 28 Ord April 20 Pet Mar 31 Ord April 2 
Ser, CHaRLEs VALENTINE, Doctors’ Commons, Architect os, Witiiau, -- ll Petworth, oe ey Shoeing 
High Court Pet Jan 22 ‘Ord A pril 19 Smith Brighton Pet April 23 Ord April 
Irons, James Provan, Gt Winchester st, Steck Broker Gomesin. © Cuanzes, Ryhill, Yorks, Coal ner’ Barnsley 
ril 16 Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


High Court Pet Jan 28 O:d Ap 
Jonze, Naomt, Blaenau Festiniog, Meriuneth Portmadoc | GrrEn, Harrorp, Bishops *ptortford, General Merchant 
Hertford Pet Mar12 Ord April v3 


Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Knester, JuLius Ropo.r, Birchfields, Stafford, Foreign Haggison, Netsoxy, Ashton under ean band Ashton 


Merchant Birmingham Pet April17 Ord April 21 under L Pet ~~ = Ord April 

Locxygr, Ernzst Crcit, Morden, nr Wareham, Dorset, | Hepces, F W,B d, Builder , ~~ Pet Feb 
Farmer Poole Pet March 29 Ord April 19 27 April 23 

Parker, Jonxy Henry, Landport, Portsmouth, Hants, | Horny, Witt14m Taomas Bovay, Pom. Outfitter Canter- 
Ham Purves or Portsmouth’ Pet April 19 Ord bury Pet April 24 Ord April 2 
April 19 —-= orGan WILLIAM, Linpelly, Carmarthen, Chemist 


tthen Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

oe Ricuarp, Dinas Powis, Glam, Butcher Cardiff 
Pet April 2i Ord April 21 

| — gm Swindon, Dairyman Swindon Pet April 


April 23 

jou Jouy, West 4 Somerset, Miller Yeovil Pet 
April 28° Ord April 

Mivpieton & Co, = Electsicians Canterbury Pet 

April 7 Ord April 24 

Mom Pzgwry, Grosmont, Mormouth, Licensed Victualler 
Hereford Pet April 23 O:d April 28 

Payton, Samust, T Yee Lines, Baker Boston Pet April 


Pearce, WiLL1AM Hewry, Camborne, Cornwall, Tobacconist 
Truro Pet April 8 Ora April 21 

Puiurs, ALrrep, Notting Hill, 5 ee Agent High 
Court Pet April 21 Ord April 2 

Piaistowr, HERBERT SPENCER, aR upon Hull, Paper 
Maker’s Agent Kingston upon Hull Pet March 27 
Ord April 2u 

Pots, Aninun Tuomas, Leicester, Publisher 
Leicester Pet Apri) 20 Ord April 20 

Porrpuacugr, Benno, Gt Tower st, b aaa Merchant High 

Court Pet Mar 11 Ord April 19 


Purse.ove, JowaTHAN, Dunchurecb, Warwick, Builder 


Music 


Coventry Pet Apmil 19 Ord April 1 9 23 Ord April 23 
Rirtzy, Joux Grorcr, Middlesbrough, Shipping Clerk | Sarerant, ALrrep, Wellingborough, Betionpien, Ccm- 
Middlesbrough Pet April21 Ord April 2 mercial Traveller Northampton Pet Mar9 Ord 
SyeLuixc, AkTHUR Rumson, 8; denham High Court Pet | April 24 


Seaman, Witt1Am, South Norwood, Builder Croydon Pet 
Mari6 Ord April 20 

Suarreyx, Cuarres Frepenic, Aries, Beds, Builder Bed- 

‘ ford ye age — f-: 23 Ca 

KINNER, FRask, 8, oom Common 
Wandsworth pet ar 3 Oat apel 

Tuompson, Epwarp a Sandwich, ere Baker 
Canterbury Pet April 23 Ord A: 

Tresix, FeepericK WI1LuIAM, Contra’ je nr Swin- 
don, Tailor Swindon Pet April 22 Ces Apes oe 
Waker, Exxgst Epwarp, =) upon 

ry Kingston upon 


WEstwoop, E og Quarry Bank, hh Grocer Stour- 
| wo biidge _osene. Ord April 21 
Wottmayn, Topias Davis, Beaumont *1, Blouse Maker ge ler ay April < ond Apel 22 pe 
High Court PetMar 15 Ord Aprilly Woops, Peactvat Fray, Elmcot, 0 en, pray A 
Yates, Emmaxvet, Wath on Dern, Rotherham, Fish Commercial Traveller Kinsston, ie Pet April 21 
Dealer Halifax Pet April 20 Ord’April 20 Ord April 21 
Tam, Jou, Keighley, Yorks, Accountant Bradford Pet | FIRST MEETINGS, 
apa _aaleed | Sougere. “~~ Peieest, Reninaper May Sat 3 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, e, 8, Mage Bristo) 
_ Andrews, 
Bownrnscaras Eaursr, Holinwood, Olshem, Banar ‘RANCIS Wiiuiam Heyer, 8t . 


May 5 at 1 of 
idham Adjud Dec 9, 1899 Annul April 15, 1909 Bristol J mi ane, Baldwin st, 


Jan 26 Ord april 19 

Sratiwortuy, Caarirs Buxcr, Lordship In, East Dulwich, 
Boot Maker High Court Pet Apri 3 ‘Ord April 21 

Sripstox, SamuzL, Palm Cross Green, ees. Devon 
Plymouth Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Tomas, Epwarp, 8t Helens, Lancs, Lodging House 
Keeper Liverpool Pet April2i Ord April 21 

Vavasous, Sir Witt1aM Epwarp Josrrn, Tadcaster, Yorks 

hCout Pet Mar 25 Ord April 50 

Warkins, Witt1am Grones, Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol 
Pet April 20 Ord April 26 

Warsox, Witt1am, Dunston on Tyne, Durham, Dairyman 
Newcastle on ‘Tyne Pet Mar 23 Ord April 19 

Wiss, Sassen, Southsea, Agent Portsmouth Pet Dec 21 





Rytch. 








| 


| 


| 


Beckett, Witt1am, King 





Bi , Grocer 5 at 12 


Brown, WititaM CHARLES, Burlington In, Chiswick, 
Provision Dealer May 6 at 12 14, Bedford row 
Burrows, Marsuatt Victor, Rushden, Northampton, 
Boot Manufacturer May 6at12 Royal Hotel, Ketter- 


ing 
Cannon, esnaz, E Ken t Tatsfield, pail Actor May 7 
at12 182, York rd, Westminster 
Cietaeian Axyyiz, Manchester, Wine Merchant haad 7 
at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Casguees, bag ay! VALENTINE, a < 
Victualler 7atl Bank 
aa Cosnene, sad ‘nomas Coz, Brant bone 
Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Comms, Da Baro, Short +t, Sp:talfields, Poulterer May 7 at 12 


Perea, tes Gxonor, Lt SE aren Haulier May 12at 


ruse, Groras, rs os eee has Mansger May 6 at 
3 14, Bedford row 

Forster, Jonn Manxs, Leeds, Furniture Dealer May 5 at 
i Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Grers, Harrorp, Bishop's + antag M any wee 
May 7 at 3 Room 53, Ba ag «rege 

Howarp, Tuomas, ard *Pracy prs Hen TLLUIAM , sa 
Ley, Little Tomato Growers May 5 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy b! Carey st 

Ipreys, Frayk Ciankeoy, Chalton Kings, Cheltenbam, Mer- 
chant May 7 at3 [nares ct bidgs, Cheltenham 

James, Ricnarp, Dinas Powis, Glam, butcher May 5 at 
3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary's st, Cardiff 

Jones, Maout, Bicones Pestinicg. oe May 10 at 
12 Crypte 

Jones, 114M, Penilwyn, Liandewi —_. Cardi 
Farmer May 12 at 10.80 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
marthen 


Parrerircr, Hersert, West Bromwich, Coal Merchant May 
5 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- 


minghbam 

Puiturs, Atrerp, Colville eq, Notting hill, 
Agent May 5at12 Bankru bldge, Carey 

Rows, Hzexzy Antuoxy Loxs, Helston, pam &. 
monger my Sa B Off Rec, Oid Miners ;Bank, 


Sxamay, WILLIAM, Portland rd, South Norwood, Builder 
May 5 at 12 132, York rd. Westminster Bridge 

Sxrnwear, Frasx, Salcombe , Clapham Commen May 
7at 11.30 132, York rd. Westminster Bridge 

ee —_ Palm Cross Green, Modbury, Devon 
May7 7, Buckland ter, Plamouth 

Wapk, auras, St Helens, Yecnt _— aw. 6 at 1.15 
Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, I 

Watkins, Wrtu1am Gronce, Bristol, we 3 ate May 5 
at11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, ’ Bristol 

Woops, Percrvat Fraxk, Elmcot, Old Malden, . 
Comanensial Traveller “York ~ 


May 5 at 11.30 182, 
Westminster Brid; 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


“Ganty os 
mers May 


| Acres, Bint, Westcliff on Sea, Essex Chelmsford Pet Jan 
Ord April 23 


19 


Barrett, Hesry James, Bedford Park, Chiswick, Builder 
Mar Ord 


Brentford Pet 33 
ro, Baoan, Dap High 
urt Pet A 15 

peor ma fv was, Westeif on Sea, Essex Cheime- 


Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


‘Ord cant, i Eanzst. Burnley, Painter Burnley Pet 
Pa ape 23 Ord | Del Aue 32 


Tie Apel i. Ord april April 19 : 
eee, Sails Poulterer High Court 
A 23 A 
Cotton, CHARLES — Gt aS Lincoln Pet Mar 
23 Ord April 23 
— Avrrep Groner, Bury st, 
High Court Pet Des in” eames 
Derks, Waste Anrava, Wells, Norfolk, 
wich Pet April 24 
Bedminster, 
Ord April 2 
GLADMAR, Geum _ Petworth, 
Smith Brighton Pet 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND. LIMITED. 


MoOooRGATE 
ESTABLISHED iN 


a4, 
1880. 


w@.O. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING — le 


X Upwards of 650 oo iy bp Bi pans sessi — Pacenig, Boae-en 
direction ana supervision the 


we 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


90 application, 
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Goopyzar, Cuarues, Ryhill, Yorks, Coal Miner Barnsley 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Haremerox, Maveice Paice, Sefton Park, Liverpool, 
Clerk Liverpool Pet April2i1 Ord april 24 

Hoars, oe, Southall, Publican Windsur Pet March 
8 p 


pril 22 

Hory, Wittiam Tuomas Bovrn, Dover, Outfitter Canter- 
bury Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Howtixctox, Rosert, Penrith, Cumberland, Fishmonger 
Carlisle Pet April? Ord April 23 

James, Morcax Witwram, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Chemist 
Carmarthen Pet April! 23 Ord April 22 

James, Ricuarp, Dinas Powis, Glam, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Jonzs, Wituam, Penllwyn, Llandewi Brefi, Cardigan, 
Farmer Carmarthen Pet Mar29 Ord April 23 

Ketty, Od April Swindon, Dairyman Swindon Pet April 
2 April 23 

Kine, Hesry. Berkeley sq. Property Dealer High Court 
vet Sept 29 Ord April 23 

Lock, Joux, West Coker, Somerset, Miller Yeovil Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

Macoonatp, Farperick, Old st, Manafacturer of Cyc'es 
Migh Court Pet April7 Ord April 22 

Moses, Pexry, Grosmon*, Mon, Licensed Victualler Here- 
ford Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Paxtox, Sauvet, Boston, Baker Boston Pet April 23 
Ord April 23 

Parry, Berxagp. Rhyl, Flint, Hay Merchant Bangor 
Ord April7 Ord April 23 

Pearse, THomas Henry, Norfolk House, Victoria Embank- 
ment High Court Pet May27,1908 Ord Mar 24 

Suerrex, Coaries Faeperick, Arlesey, Bedford, Builder 
Bedford Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Tnompson, Epwarp Josrrn, Sandwich, Kent, Baker Can- 
terbury Pet ~ os Ord April 23 

Taesce, Fereperick Wiitiam, Central Wroughton. nr 

windon, Tailor Swindon Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Waukes, Ersest Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull, Paper 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet April 23 Ord 
April 23 

Westwoop, Joux, Quarry Bank, Staffs, Grocer Stour- 
bridge Pet April2i Ord April 21 | 

Warrrite, Wititam, Clayton, Lancs. Leather(Currier Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet April22 Ord April 22 | 

Woops, Percivat Frasx, Old Malden, Surrey. Commer- | 
cial Traveller Kingston, Surrey Pet April 21 Ord | 
April 21 | 

Wericut. Fraxx Tsomas, Balham High 1d, Ralham, 
Butcher Wandsworth Pet April19 Ord April 22 

Yousasox, Erne. Littan. Edgbaston, Warwick, Innkeeper 
Stourbridge Pet April7 Ord April 22 








Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Fouxpep om Taz Reiex or Wir11am & Mary, 1689. | 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


$3 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


SEXELINE and DEVANT’S 
STERIES, St. George’s Hall, W.—Daily at 3 and 
8 Mr. David Devant with new series of illusions, 
inclading Beau Brocade ; Houston’s Chinese Magic; Mr. 
H. M. Hemsley in Studies of Children; Mr. Ernest 
Hastings in Humour and Music s* the Pian>; and, even- 
ings Ooly, Mr. Maskelyne’s Comedy of Marvels, The 
Philosophers Diamond, Seats 1s. to 5s, Children half- 
price to matin¢ées only. ‘Phone 1545 Mayfair. 








Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY AUTHORITY 


Ev uisite under the above Act supplied on the 
wedi shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Suarez Centiricates, Depentures, &c. aved and 
printed. OrricraL Seas designed and cncuutel. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filad. 


ORIENT CRUISES — 
TO NORWAY, 


The famous Yachting Steamer 
“OPHIR,” and the 8.8. ‘ OTRANTO,” 
12,000 tons Register, 


fitted with Single Berth Rooms, Bedstead 
Cabins and Suites de Luxe, will leave GRI MSBY, 
3rd, 17th, 31st July, and 14th, 28th August, 


VISITING THE FINEST FJORDS, 
13 DAYS’ CRUISE for 12 Cuinsas 


and upwards, 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRIMNTEKS, LIMITED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


ParuiamentaBy Britis, Mixures or Evipenor, Booxs or 
Rererence, Statements oF Ciarm, Answers, &o., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every desoription of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
AND WEEKLY REPORTER, 


FETTER LANE, LONDON. E.C. 
THEATRES. 





HAYMARKET. 


THIS EVENING, at 9, BEVIS: Mr. A. E. 
Matthews, Mr. C. M. Lowne, Mr. C. V. France; Miss 
Henrietta Watson, Miss Madge Titheradge, and Miss 


Lottie Venne. 
HIS MAJESTY’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, THE SCHOOL FOR 
SCANDAL: Mn. Tree, Mr. Henry Neville, Mr. 
Henry V. Esmond, Mr. Basil Gill, Mr. Robert 
Loraine, Mr. Charles Quartermaine, Mr. James 
Hearn, Mr. Edward Terry, Mr. Hermann Vezin, Mr. 
Lionel Brough, Mr. Godfrey Tearle, Mr. Robert 
Cunningham; Miss Marie Léhr, Miss Suzanne Shel- 
don, Miss Dagmar Wiehe, Miss Ellis Jeffreys. 

8ST. JAMES’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.30, COLONEL SMITH. Mr. 
GEORGE ALEXANDER and Miss IRENE VAN- 
BRUGH. 

NEW THEATRE. 


THIS EVENING, at 8, HENRY OF NAVARRE: 
JULIA NEILSON and FRED TERRY. 


PRINCE OF WALES’, 
THIS EVENING, at 8, KING OF CADONIA: Mr. 


Huntley Wright, Mr. Bertram Wallis, Mr. Roland 
Cunningham; Miss Gracie Leigh, Miss Isabel Jay. 


VAUDEVILLE. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.30, ROSE STAHL, in THE 
CHORUS LADY. 
WYNDHAM’S. 


THIS EVENING, at 9, AN ENGLISHMAN’S 
HOME. At 8.30, Mr. Cyril Clensy. 


GARRICK. 


THIS EVENING, at 8.30, SAMSON: Mr. ARTHUR 
BOURCHIER and Miss VIOLET VANBRUGH. 





The Oldest Insurance 


Office in the World. 


























FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


lasurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


: “ RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 

= \e “\"="| EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and) PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SS Z = WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
ae ee including ACCIDENTS TO | FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 





Copeed from Policy dated 1796. 


Law Courts Branch : 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


BURGLARY, 


Apply to ORIENT 8.N. CO.,5, Fenchurch Av., E.C., and 
28, Cockspur Street, 8. W. 
and ANDERSON, ANDER 


Managers—F. GREEN & C0, 
SON & CO, 
INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD. 

This Institution maintains, clothes, and educates the 
orphans of persons once in good circumstances. They are 
received from all parts of the Empire, and are admitted 
AT ANY AGE UNDER SEVEN. 

The NEXT ELECTION will TAKE PLACE on MAY 
27th, when TWENTY CHILDREN—viz., 10 Boys and 
10 Girls, will be elected. 

Annual Subscriptions from 10s. 6d., or Life Subscriptions 
from &5 5s., entitle the donors to vote at the forthcoming 
election. 

JOHN HILL, Treasurar. 
Commr. HARRY C. MARTIN, B.N., Secretary, 

Offices : 63, Ludgate-hill, E.C. 


RCHITECT.—Opening in an old-estab- 
lished and successful firm of repute for Jonior 
Partner, with sbility, good connection, and capital 
Apply, C. J. ©. Davenport, Solicitor, 21, Liverpool 
street, £.C. 


£9 to £1,000; interest 2s. 6d. in the £ 
el Ad for agreed pe:i0d.—W. Jackson, 70, Plymouth. 
grove, Manchester. 

















1 PER CENT. INVESTMENT froms 

2 noble Block of Buildings yielding £540 per annum 
from established tradesnen on full repairing leases.—E, 
& S, Surra, 78, Great Queen-street, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 











Phone: 327 Mayfair. = Wire: Evanoplis, London 


e W. EVANS «& 60. 
(h, 287 RECENT STREET 
LONDON, W. 


(Few yards from 
Oxford Circus), 


4 2s 
yy 77, CT. PORTLAND ST, 
} LONDON, W. 
(Adjoining Queen's Hall). 
DRESS SUITS from 5 Gas. 
LOUNCE SUITS 3 » 
KNICKERBOCKERS ,, 1 92. 


“TRUTH” says: “ Our 
latest discovery in tailoring 










is W. Evans & Co,, who 
actually fit.” 





Our steadily increasing 
trade with members of 
Legal Profession for many 
years past is, we think, @ 
Guarantee for the ex 
lence of our Fit 
Workmanship. 


























ant ee elnn ties see Cnt at i a 





